ATTACHMENT B

15164 REVISED ADDENDUM FOR THE MIRAMAR BEACH RESORT AND BUNGALOWS
PROJECT
September 25, 2008

CEQA section 15164 (Addendum) applies to Caruso Bfs@mar LLC’s proposed Miramar Beach
Resort and Bungalows Project, Case Nos. 07RVP-0600009, 07CUP-00000-00045, 07CUP-00000-
00046, 07CUP-00000-00047, and 08CUP-00000-00008u§8&lan). CEQA section 15164 allows an
addendum to be prepared when only minor technl@ahges or changes which do not create new
significant impacts would result. An Addendum d#goril 1, 2008 and revised September 25, 2008, to
the Final Negative Declaration 00-ND-03 dated Mag2@00, prepared for the former owner’s (lan
Schrager) approved renovation of the Miramar Hoteler case nos. 99-DP-001, 99-CP-002, and 00-
CP-032, was prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelib&62. That addendum is further amended by this
15164 letter for additional changes to proposece@ass. 07RVP-00000-00009, 07CUP-00000-00045,
07CUP-00000-00046, 07CUP-00000-00047, and 08CUR®O0005.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) races analysis of environmental impacts which
could occur as a result of project development. th® proposed revisions to the approved project, a
Addendum to the previously adopted negative detoterg00-ND-003) for the approved plan can be
prepared if the following applicable provisionsS¥ction 15164 CEQA Guidelines can be met:

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaratiag be prepared if only minor technical
changes or additions are necessary or none of ¢inelitions described in Section 15162 calling
for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negati@elaration have occurred.

and

(e) A brief explanation of the decision not to @egpa subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162
should be included in an addendum to an EIR, thd &gency’s findings on the project, or
elsewhere in the record. The explanation musupparted by substantial evidence.

An addendum has been prepared to reflect techeheages and additions from the approved Schrager
Plan to the proposed Caruso Plan (proposed prpjeate of the applicable conditionSection 15162
calling for a subsequent EIR or negative declandtiave occurred, as indicated by the County arsalysi
and determination provided below. Specifically, @n8ection 15162(a), Subsequent EIRs, of the CEQA
Guidelines states:

(@) When an EIR has been certified or a negativaagation adopted for the project, no subsequent
EIR shall be prepared for that project unless th&d agency determines, on the basis of
substantial evidence in the light of the whole rdcone or more of the following:

(2) Substantial changes are proposed in the propdath will require major revisions of the
previous EIR or negative declaration due to theolmgment of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increasthaseverity of previously identified
significant effects;
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(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to trmimstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions oéthrevious EIR or Negative
Declaration due to the involvement of new signifitoanvironmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previoudgntified significant effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, whigas not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligeic¢he time the previous EIR was
certified as complete or the Negative Declaratiaaswadopted, shows any of the
following:

(A)  The project will have one or more significaffeets not discussed in the previous
EIR or negative declaration;

(B) Significant effects previously examined willsbdstantially more severe than
shown in the previous EIR;

(C)  Mitigation measures or alternatives previoullynd not to be feasible would in
fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce onmore significant effects of
the project, but the project proponents declinadopt the mitigation measure or
alternative; or

(D)  Mitigation measures or alternatives which amnsiderably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantialjuee one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proptsdecline to adopt the
mitigation measure or alternative.

There are no substantial changes or changed citanoes under which the proposed project is to be
undertaken. No new significant environmental effemta substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects under tygproved 00-ND-003 have been found with the
proposed project, as analyzed in the following Adtlen ND. Further, there is no new information that
the proposed project will have one or more sigaificeffects not discussed in the approved 00-NDQ-003
with the exception of impacts to Historical Res@s,dhe subject of a Subsequent EIR, 08-EIR-00003.

Each environmental impact section below addressepreviously proposed project changes in
relationship to the approved plan, including refeesto the previously adopted impact determination,
and provides the analysis for the Addendum ND diditeon, each section addresses changes made
during the October 8, 2008 Montecito Planning Cossioin hearing;

The project was revised to include 192 rooms,rdéram the 209 rooms that were
previously included with the proposed Caruso plan.

The height of the single-story portions of the MBuilding adjacent to Jameson Lane has
been reduced by approximately 1 foot 6 inches. Tadction is a result of an 8 inch

reduction in the plate height of parking level Pitla 10 inch reduction in plate height of
parking level P2. The plate heights of the singteysportions of the structure were not

reduced (refer to plan sheets A0.20, A0.21 and ABIGhrough A5.04-M.



Attachment B, 15164 letter
September 25, 2008

Page 3 of 68

The height of the two-story portions of the MainilBung has been reduced between
approximately 2 and 4 feet, depending upon whexertbasurement is taken. The reduction
in the two-story portions of the Main Building iket result of the previously described
parking level plate height reductions, in conjuoistwith a reduction to the plate heights of
the first floor by 6 inches, reduction of the setdifoor plate heights by 1 foot and
alteration of the height of the mechanical wellstba roof to reduce the structure by an
additional 1 foot. These changes are illustratedviain Building section sheet A6.03,
height table sheet A0.20, height calculation sit@npsheet A0.21 and elevation sheets
A5.01-M through A5.04-M.

A sidewalk and landscaping have been added outsidine sound wall along South
Jameson Lane in the area of the public parkingsst&his has been accomplished by
reducing the size of the parking stalls from 2G fe€l6.5 feet long.

The Ballroom Building has been adjusted so thas ibcated outside the setback along
South Jameson Lane through removal of an extewwered walkway, removal of an
interior service corridor and reconfiguration oétbmployee locker room. The employee
housing units located on the second floor have béssn slightly reconfigured to observe
the setback. The Main Building remains within thetbsick along South Jameson Lane
(refer to plan sheet A0.10) but has been reduceddostory in that location.

Building No. 44 along South Jameson Lane has bashqu back approximately 2 feet, six
inches to 10 feet, eight inches to relocate thecgire outside the setback.

The setback along the western property line nedrSaints by the Sea Church and
preschool has been increased from 8 feet to 15 feet

The previously proposed two-story Building No. £8r{taining 24 rooms total) has been
broken into two single-story cottages, now labeledBuilding No’s. 42 and 43 (containing
6 rooms each), bringing the total guest room colomin 12 rooms to 192 total guest rooms
from 204 (refer to sheet A1.03).

The proposal for tennis court lighting has beenaesd from the project description.

Best efforts will be made to collect all rainwatend roof runoff to be reused for
landscaping, if feasible.

Impact sections that have been revised below hage bpdated (with strikeout/underline) to refléet t
current 192 room count as well as the other changete by the applicant identified above. Impact
sections that have not been revised below weregzedfor 209 rooms, smaller setbacks, greater two
story elements, higher roof lines, and the abseheesidewalk and landscaping along Jameson Avenue
and as such, quantitative impacts discussed i thestions would be reduced proportionately. The
most recent changes are reflected in the compabslmw. All documents incorporated into this
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Addendum by reference are on file with P&D andarailable upon request. They are also available on
line athttp://sbcountyplanning.org/projects/07DVP-0001dér.cfm

1. AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

IMPACT DISCUSSION

The Schrager Plan (approved plan) included reusieaeoéxisting cottages and lanai buildings in aitd
construction of new buildings (a new lobby, eigatvguest rooms, and a new two story banquet hall
with subterranean parking) along the South Jamkana frontage in the eastern portion of the sitke
approved plan also included construction of a néviobt high sound barrier/hedgerow along the entire
frontage of South Jameson Lane and constructi@anefwv two level parking garage immediately south
of the approved banquet hall. Some of the apprpleads new structures would have been more visible
than the then existing structures from public roagsvand neighboring properties, while other elesent
of the approved plan, such as the increased setfdbk lobby building, would have improved public
views to the ocean and mountains. 00-ND-003 asddbkg visual impacts associated with the approved
plan specific to aesthetics of the proposed buji@dind landscaping, visual character and relatignghi

the surrounding neighborhood, the public viewsrtd ilom the site, nighttime lighting and site sigaa
The ND found potentially significant and mitigaldhepacts associated with changes to the visual
character of an area, visually incompatible stmegpobstruction of scenic views and glare or night
lighting which may affect adjoining areas.

The Caruso plan (proposed project) includes deraolif all structures on the property, gradinghod t
property and construction of new resort buildingd Bungalows. Similar to the approved plan, the
larger buildings would be located along the Soatindson Lane frontage on the easterly portion of the
site and a sound wall would be constructed aloadrttimtage. Dissimilar to the approved plan, the
sound wall would end at the entry drive into the aind a view corridor into the site would be made
available for a length of approximately 290 feethte western edge of the proposed new Main Building
interrupted only by wing walls adjacent to the gmlrive; additionally, the proposed new main bungli
and ballroom would be taller than the approved yodad banquet hall. Finally, the proposed project
would situate the larger buildings closer to thet8dameson Lane frontage than the approved plan.
The following table summarizes the distinctionsien the approved and proposed projects.
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Comparison of the Proposed Project with the Approve Plan

Project Component

Approved Plan under 99-DP-001
/99-CP-002/00-CP-032

Proposed Project

STRUCTURAL
DEVELOPMENT (EXCLUDING
PAVING)

(NET FLOOR AREAS IN
SQUARE FEET [SF])

Ballroom/Employee Dwellings 13,805 SF 13,590 SF

(or Banquet Hall/Parking Structure

under Schrager Plan)

Main Building/Restaurant 6,076 SF 26,756 SF

(or Lobby under Schrager Plan)

Pool Bar/Restaurant 12,080 SF 809 SF

(or Restaurant under Schrager Plan)

Beach Bar 1,033 SF Square footage included in
Oceanfront Building 02

Spa 8,334 SF 7,270 SF

Beach and Tennis Club included in Spa 1,482 SF

Retail 896 SF (new tennis shop) 4,978 SF

Guestrooms 92,583 SF 109,964 SF

(& employee housing in Schrager

Plan)

Misc. Buildings 6,133 SF None

Total Net Floor Area 137,711 SF 164,849 SF

(=140,940 SF - 3,229 SF baseme
area used for storage)

ni(+27,138 SF than Schrager Plan)

Total Net Lot Area

568,304 SF (13.05 acres)

686P3F (15.77 acres)

Floor Area Ratio (FAR)® 0.242 0.2399
Existing Net Floor Area 127,827 SF 97,382 SF
(diner, lobby, convention center
already demolished)
Net Floor Area to be Demolished | 34,603 SF 97,382 SF
(+62,779 SF than Schrager Plan)
New Net Floor Area to be 46,979 SF 164,849 SF
Constructed (not counting (+117,870 SF than Schrager Plan
renovation of existing structures)
Height modifications requested None Main BuildiBgJlroom, Beach

and Tennis Club
(see project description for detgils

! These square footages reflect the currently prbpsoject. The strikeout represents a previousgdaproject square
footage prior to the July 16, 2008 MPC hearing wk@8 rooms were proposed.
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Project Component

Approved Plan under
99-DP-001/99-CP-002/
00-CP-032

Proposed Project

Setback modifications requested

Encroachmentsalhgetbacks
except for eastern side yard
setbacks.

West: All guestrooms encroach
approximately 45" into the requireq
50’ setback from the property line
the Church.

East: All setbacks are met.
North: Lanai A, the eight new
cottages and the banquet hall
encroach 10’ into the required 50’
from the centerline of South
Jameson.

South: The Studio, Grey, Palomitg
and Bamboo cottages encroach u
to 15 feet into the required 20’
setback from the Miramar Avenue

Same as Schrager Plan

West: All guestrooms encroach
approx. 35’ into the 50’ setback
from the property line; Spa

asetback from the centerline of
Eucalyptus
East: All setbacks are met
North: Main Bldg. encroaches
approx. 10’ into 20’ setback from
the property line & 20’ into 50’

Jameson; spa building encroache
approx. 10’ into 50’ setback from
pcenterline of South Jameson
South: Guestrooms along east-we
segment of Miramar Avenue

right of way, oceanfront guestroom encroach up to 50’ into the 50°

encroach <10’ into the 10’ setback
from the UPRR property line.

setback from the property line and
30’ into the 50’ setback from the
centerline of Miramar Ave.;
Oceanfront guestrooms encroach
<10’ into the 10’ setback from the
UPRR property line.

| encroaches approx. 10’ into the 5(

setback from the centerline of Sou

)l

Parking Modifications requested

To allow parkindp&183 spaces
short of ordinance requirements fd
a total of 413 spaces plus 28
overflow in one tennis court.

To allow parking to be 88 spaces
rshort of ordinance requirements fa
a total of 551 spaces.

=

SITE IMPROVEMENTS

Utilities replaced

Replace electrical lines; use of
existing water well for landscape
irrigation

Replace sewer, water, & electrical
lines.

Repairs to seawall proposed

No

Yes

Lighting

No night lighting of tennis courts @
of the beach or boardwalk.

r Night lighting of the boardwalk.

Tree removal or relocation

Removed:
1 sycamore & 189 non-natives
Relocated:
3 coast live oaks and 55 non-

Removed:

40 non-natives

Relocated:

3 sycamores, 9 oak, & 41 non-

natives natives

Total: Total:

4 natives & 244 non-natives 12 natives & 81 non-natives
Landscaping (acres) 6.13 5.33
Paving (acres) 2.028 5.79

(1.57 acres for the project +0.458

(1.78 acres + 4.01 acres of
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acre of paving associated with the| hardscape such as pathways)
north-south segment of Miramar
Avenue still present)

Grading 10,000 cy of cut; 6,000 cy of fill; & 36,300 cy of cut; 46,100 cy of fill;
4,000 cy of export & 10,000 cy of import

Notes:

2. The Approved Schrager Plan (Case Nos. 99-DIP0a2P-002/00-CP-032) was amended twice under Base99-DP-001
AMO01/99-CP-002 AMO1 (00-CP-032 unchanged) (in 2090) and 02AMD-00000-00007/02AMD-00000-00008/02€UP
00000-00030 (in July 2002). These amendmentsriestiited in reductions in the project and/or charigat resulted in a
negligible change in environmental impacts. Thaesfthe baseline for the environmental impactyasimabf the Caruso Plan is
based on a comparison against the worst-case Aggpilan under the original case nos. 99-DP-001R®@/00-CP-032.

3. Floor Area Ratio = Net Floor Area/Net Lot Area

VISUAL CHARACTER ANOPUBLIC VIEWS

Specific to visual character and public views, 0D-803 identified several impacts that remain retgva
to the site today and the project changes proposddr the proposed project:

Views toward the ocean from South Jameson Lanedvwawhain essentially the same as exist
today (i.e., mostly obscured by structures anddeaping). Although the new lobby and
promenade of the approved plan would have provédetter, more direct view of the ocean
once the viewer was inside the property, views theosite from South Jameson Lane would be
partially blocked by the new guestrooms and soutidwa

Features of the approved plan that would have ingatgcenic views to and from the site include
increased and enhanced landscaping, removal calagginking areas, undergrounding of utility
lines on portions of the site where the lines ¢onilith new construction.

Overall, the approved plan would have added butkédSouth Jameson Lane frontage, which
would have resulted in a significant change tovikaal character of this portion of the roadway.
This would have had the effect of making the appdoplan appear to be a more intensive use of
the site than it is today. Within the site, th@egrance of the hotel grounds would have been
improved with the removal of much of the existirgplalt and substantial new landscaping.

To address these impacts, the approved plan intlindefollowing measures to mitigate potential
aesthetic impacts to a less than significant lawel ensure consistency with MCP policies: 1)
landscaping shall be compatible with the charamtéine surroundings and the architectural style of
development on the site and shall be maintainexugirout the life of the project; 2) the approveaipl
included mitigation requiring the applicant to piserlandscape and maintenance performance
securities; and 3) the design, scale, and charattbe approved project architecture and landsapi
shall be compatible with development in the vigirahd the applicant shall submit the Landscape Plan
and final architectural drawings of the approveaigxt for review and approval by the Montecito Rbar
of Architectural Review.

As with the approved project, the proposed prajedtides building mass along South Jameson Lane
and allows some limited views into the site as smawthe project elevation on Sheet A5.50. Refer to
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Attachment 1 for photographs of the proposed ptgetory poles (staking and flagging of the highes
ridgelines) from December 14 to 17, 2007. As natiedve, the proposed main building and ballroom
would be taller than the approved lobby and banbakt However, the County’s methodology for
measuring height has changed since approval &¢heager Plan. At the time the approved projes wa
assessed, height was measured from finished goate midpoint of the highest roof of a given
building. Today, the County measures height framstang grade to the peak of a given building. Wer
height today measured the same as height was nedaetuthe time of approval of the Schrager Plam, th
proposed buildings would be nominally lower in Hgithan the approved. Rather than measuring 35.2’
average above finished grade as is the case vatagproved banquet hall, the proposed new main
building and ballroom would measure approximatéy62above finished grade. However, because
height is now measured from existing grade angtbposed main and ballroom buildings are to be
constructed over an underground garage with lapeastchll material banked up against the building as
finished grade, the ballroom and main building nieagl1’ and 47’ in height respectively.

Additionally, while the proposed new main buildiagd ballroom would be located closer to South
Jameson Lane than the approved buildings, the &lBdenents would be set back approximately 75 feet
from and oriented perpendicular to South Jamesoe Lessening their visual impact. Finally,
stylistically, the approved and proposed buildiddger from each other in that the approved buidin
were designed with a low profile board and battgle sn order to harmonize with existing cottages
(proposed to remain under the approved plan) whéeroposed design would include all new
buildings and would adopt a more grand aesthetie gtroughout the site.

As a result and similar to the approved projecty suctures would represent a potentially sigaific
change to the appearance of the hotel from Sowmtlesen Lane and could potentially result in struegur
being visually incompatible with the surroundinglbenvironment. Of importance is the Montecito
BAR'’s positive conceptual review of the project (@mber 17, 2007). Specifically, the MBAR opined
that the proposed project, even given the reduwed yard setbacks, increased heights and grafe sty
would be compatible with the surrounding neighboxhand, while different from the approved project,
was appropriate to the area. However, during gsihg of August 28, 2008, the MPC determined that
while the size, bulk and scale of the proposedegtojould be compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood, the current design and style of thiiecture did not meet the definition of “Cottage
Type Hotel”. The MPC then directed the project bicthe MBAR, to review the preliminary and final
design, with specific direction to ensure thatdleign would be consistent with the definition Gbttage
Type Hotel” as refined by the MPC as follows:

A "Cottage-Type" hotel is a collection of one ama tstory-building structures that vary in size and
orientation. Placement and scale of buildings sbdag in a garden type setting with large canopgsre
Site should be pedestrian friendly.

"Cottage-Type" hotel buildings refer to a quainthitectural style and can be California Cottage and
Bungalow or an architectural style reflecting thistbrical regional California coast. Architectural
vernacular should incorporate low-sloped roofs wgéibles and/or hips, residentially scaled plate
heights, overhangs and eaves; casement, double-dmiirged windows or French doors with divided
lights, porches and/or trellis; exterior walls ofasonry, plaster, stone an/or wood siding (or other
simulated materials).



Attachment B, 15164 letter
September 25, 2008
Page 9 of 68

As a result, impact assessment associated witlgelao the appearance of the proposed hotel, with
respect to a change to the visual character ol consistency of project architecture with the
“Cottage Type Hotel” tradition, and potentially wadly incompatible structures, would not constitate
substantial increase in severity over impacts aatatwith the approved project. Additionally, demn

to the approved project, the proposed project tsttape landscaping would soften and improve the
aesthetics of the project as seen from South Janmes®e mitigating the changes to the visual charact
of the area.

While retaining the proposed underground parkitgdimce the time of the conceptual MBAR review,
the applicant revised the height of the Main Buitdlalong the frontage and modified the sound wall a
landscaping plan in response to the Montecito Pfgn@ommission’s Concept Review on January 16,
2008 for increased articulation. Specifically, Main Building was reduced by 3.5 feet. Additionally

the solid 10-foot high sound wall running along trent property line was broken into two segments,
allowing for a low 9 -foot high landscape berm watbsociated landscape trees and shrubs. In response
to the Montecito Planning Commission comments nthdang the July 16, and August 6, 2008
hearings, the applicant reduced the Spa Buildiog ftwo stories to one with a height of 14.6 feeat an
further reduced the Main Building in height by ald@ional 4 feet and locating all two-story elenseat

the structure out of the setback. Also, in respaassmmments made during the hearing, the Ballroom
Building was relocated out of the front yard sekbdthese proposed project changes would soften the
views of the resort frontage as viewed along Sdatheson Lane and Highway 101. In order to respond
to Montecito Planning Commission comments regarduagsing along the western property line, (All
Saints by the Sea), Building No. 43 was brokennip two smaller buildings, was reduced from two
stories to one and would now have a height of 188 The design modifications together with
mitigations imposed on the approved project woultigate impacts associated with the change to the
visual character of the area such that there weldo substantial increase in the severity of irtgpac

00-ND-003 identified potentially significant impacissociated with blockage of public views through
construction of the hotel complex. Mitigating faist designed into the approved plan included glass
view openings in the South Jameson Lane soundwdlemination of one oceanfront building, thereby
opening up the beach view northward into the regatinds and beyond to the Santa Ynez Mountains.
Similar to the approved plan, the proposed projexild continue to block public views from North
Jameson Lane to the ocean with the exception 8Dadpening between the eastern edge of the
soundwall and the westernmost corner of the Maildimg. Additionally, there remains a 42’ wide gap
at the private roadway into the site (between tla@n\Building and the Ballroom). These view corrlo
would provide mitigation similar to the approveamp| allowing for more public views south to the
ocean from S. Jameson Lane than were providedebgriginal Miramar hotel. Additionally, and
similar to the approved plan, the proposed prajesttides a 35-foot wide opening between the
Oceanfront Building 02 and the proposed Oceanfaniding 01. As a result, impacts from the
proposed project associated with blockage of pubdiws both south to the ocean and north to the
mountains would not be substantially more seveaia tmpacts assessed in association with the
approved plan in this regard.

While the approved plan scope has changed thrdwegblements listed above, the impacts to visual
character, South Jameson Lane frontage massingpudolid views previously assessed would remain
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essentially the same as identified in 00-ND-003thwhese changes under the proposed project
description, the previous 3 mitigation measurethefapproved project remain applicable to enswege th
visual impacts of the proposed project remainfleas significant.

GRADING

Grading for the proposed project would essentiall the existing rolling site topography startaig
the western portion of the property with four feétut and ending in 13 feet of fill at the eastend of
the property supported by a series of engineesggpstl retaining walls. Unlike the approved plas, t
proposed project would alter the site topograplonhgbat the rolling topography of the grounds withi
the site would be lost and the eastern edge dditbevould be manufactured in its topographic felie
Regardless, the site contour as viewed from thetbeauld remain the same as it is currently and the
changed site contour at the easternmost portitimedsite as viewed from South Jameson Lane would be
generally hidden by a site wall and vegetationts&ant to mitigation BIO - 5, the riparian corridifrOak
Creek along the project site would be planted vatoration plantings: this measure would have the
added benefit over time of mitigating private vieiwsn the east of the changed topography and steppe
retaining walls. As a result, impacts to publiews of the changed site topography would be less th
significant.

The proposed project includes different lightingl aignage components; therefore, a comparisoreof th
visual impacts of nighttime lighting and the sitgnage are addressed below.

NIGHTTIME LIGHTING

00-ND-003 also addressed exterior night lighting datermined that the impact of the approved plan,
with mitigation, was less than significant. Therifieng Commission also conditioned the approved plan
prohibiting any landscape uplighting. The propogegject includes similar night lighting featuresdan
has removed provisions for lighting the tennis taur

The proposed project include€ancept Lighting Approach Pladated February 26, 2008,
incorporated herein by reference that identifiéprposed light features, including downcast fretu
type, location and wattage. The Plan also incladpkotometric analysis for this eastern portiothef
proposed project. With the proposed downcast fextype, number, location and wattage, less thah 0.0
foot candles (measurement of light illumination)uMbextend beyond the easterly property boundary.
However, to ensure that nighttime lighting doesdistupt wildlife in the Oak Creek corridor, re\asi

to the previously approved mitigation is recommehbelow. With this revision and deletion of tennis
court lighting, impacts associated with the propigsenject would not be substantially more seveas th
impacts associated with the approved project.

SGNAGEPLAN
00-ND-003 includes a mitigation requiring a finadj®age and Lighting Plan. The final Sighage Plan

would also be included as part of the requiredifrelry and Final review by the Montecito Board of
Architecture Review. The type of signage from thpraved plan to the proposed project remains
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essentially the same. Signage will include hotétyesignage along South Jameson Lane, public access
and parking signage along Eucalyptus Lane, Souttfesan Lane, and the private road, as well as
service/delivery signage. As with the approved ptataining the Miramar”’ sign is not a component of
the proposed project.

The proposed project include€anceptual Signage Pladated February 6, 2008, incorporated herein
by reference, that describes the proposed sigreagkavn on the proposed project site plan (Sheet
AO0.012). The conceptual signage plan identifies #ifiassignage shall meet the County code
requirements for signage type, maximum squaredbsign face, total number of signs per lot fromtag
height and illumination. While the previously apped mitigation measure included a signage plan to
ensure the visual compatibility of the projectyds identified within the exterior night lighting
mitigation measure. For clarity purposes, a sepaighage mitigation measure is recommended to
address the proposed project. Impacts associatedh& proposed project would not be substantially
more severe than impacts associated with the apgrproject.

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

The mitigation measures contained in the Aestigsaal Resources section of 00-ND-003 (see
attached ND, typical) would be adequate to mitigetentially significant aesthetic/visual impacts
associated with the proposed project. Mitigatiazasures carried over from 00-ND-003 have been
updated to reflect the County’s current permit pohae of requiring follow on Land Use Permits rathe
than follow on Coastal Development Permits. Ther@gs procedural change has no physical impacts
on the environment and is not discussed furthezihenn addition, the following mitigation meassire
revise and complement mitigations in 00-ND-003uxdifer minimize impacts. As with the approved
plan, the proposed project’s residual impact andrdmution to cumulative impacts would be less than
significant.

AES 4 All exterior night lightingdentified in theConcept Lighting Approach Pladated February 26,
2008 shall be of low intensity, low glare designd shall be fully hooded to direct light
downward and/or to prevent spillover onto neighbgparcels. There shall be no uplighting of
trees. Beach lighting shall only include thoseickel in theConcept Lighting Approach Plan
identified along the boardwalk and there shall béloodlights directed towards the beadkian
Requirements The applicant shall incorporate these measuateshe finalSigrage-and
Lighting Plan. The locations and heights of alieetor lighting fixtures with arrows showing the
direction of light being cast by each fixture shadldepicted on the final Lighting Plamiming:
The final Lighting Plan must be reviewed and apptbby P&D and the Montecito BAR prior
to approval of any follow on Land Use Permits.

MONITORING : P&D and BAR shall review the final Lighting Pléor compliance with this
measure prior to issuance of any Coastal DevelopPemit. Permit Compliance shall inspect
structures and landscaping upon completion to ernbat exterior lighting fixtures have been
installed consistent with their depiction on th@rgyed Signage and Lighting Plan.
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AES 5 All signage identified in th€onceptual Signage Pladated February 6, 2008 shall meet the
signage regulations pursuant to the County Signn@nte, Article One, Section 35-13 and 35-
17, and the Resort/Visitor-Serving Commercial Z&isrict regulations contained in the County
Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article Il, Section 35-Blan Requirements The applicant shall
prepare a final Signage Plan, including the elevatsign face design, and proposed illumination
of each sign for review by the P&D and the Mon@@&®AR. Timing: The final Signage Plan
must be reviewed and approved by P&D and the Maot8AR prior to approval of any Land
UsePermits.

MONITORING: P&D and Montecito BAR shall review the final Sagre Plan for compliance
with this measure prior to approval of any Land Bsemit. Permit Compliance shall inspect
structures and landscaping upon completion to erntbat all signage has been installed
consistent with their depiction on the approvech&ge Plan.

With incorporation of mitigation measures AES 4 &S 5, combined with the direction given to the
applicant by the MPC for further MBAR review asdaissed in the following Land Use section of this
addendum, impacts to aesthetics would be simil#rg@pproved project and remain less than
significant.

2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
IMPACT DISCUSSION

00-ND-003 found that the approved plan had no piatielo impact agricultural resources. Now as then
the project site is designated “Urban and Builtlldpds” according to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program (California Department of Conggion, 2006) and surrounding properties, zoned
for residential or recreational use, are also dedegl as “Urban and Built-Up Lands.” Development
proposed under either the approved plan or theogeapproject would not convert agricultural landém-
agricultural use or impact unique or other farmlah&tatewide or Local Importance. As a result, the
proposed project is not expected to impact agucallresources. There are no changes to impads land
impacts would be considered less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

As with the approved plan, no mitigation is reqdiesd there would be no project-specific or cuningat
impacts from the proposed project to agricultueaburces.

3. AIR QUALITY

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING UPDATE

In 1999 at the time of the approved plan’s envirental analysis, Santa Barbara County was considered
in non-attainment of the federal eight-hour ozalamdard and in non-attainment of the state ozode an
particulate matter less than ten microns in diam@#10) standards. The County is now in attainimen
of the federal eight-hour ozone standard, andtarahent of the state’s one-hour ozone standard,
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however, the County continues to be in non-attamroéthe state’s eight-hour ozone standard and
PM10 standard.

IMPACT DISCUSSION

CONSTRUCTIONSHORTTERMIMPACTY

The County does not have a threshold for short-tenstruction-related NOx and ROC emissions or
for PM 10 emissions. Nevertheless, short-term construcetated vehicle exhaust emissions are not
considered significant because all short-term cangon activities in the County contribute only a
relatively small portion of the total NOx and RORissions in the County (construction only generated
6% of the total NOx in Santa Barbara County in )99Cherefore, construction of any given project
would not be expected to contribute significantiyhe current violation of the state ozone standard
violate the federal ozone standard. Consisterit this rationale, 00-ND-003 found that impacts
associated with short term construction emissioaeess than significant. Although the proposed
project would involve more grading and additionahstruction worker vehicular emissions, the
proposed project’s short-term construction emissigauld also be deemed less than significant.
Regardless, the County CEQA guidelines for the gnagpon of air quality assessments indicate that
short-term construction-related emissions shouldibeussed.

The proposed project would involve 36,300 cubidggicy) of cut, 46,100 cy of fill, and 10,000 cy of
import, resulting in a 26,300 cy cut/40,100 cy, fdhd 6,000 cy export/import increase over the @
plan. Construction of the approved plan was tapower a 15 month period and only some of the
existing buildings were proposed for demolitionndér the proposed project, all of the existing
buildings are proposed for demolition and constoucis anticipated to last from 18 to 22 months.
Therefore, the proposed project would result iraggedust emissions and emission of pollutants from
construction equipment such as graders, bulldoaesdump trucks, and construction worker trips, as
well as more potential for release of asbestosweayer, given the absence of a threshold, the pexpos
project would, like the approved plan, result issi¢han significant impacts.

All discretionary projects are required to implerndast control measures as described in 00-ND-003.
In addition, an Asbestos Notification Form musffibed with the Santa Barbara APCD prior to
demolition (see the 00-ND-003 as well). If asbsssopresent, certain procedures must be followed t
prevent its release during structure demolitiomaly, new measure AIR-6 below is recommended in
the air quality analysis prepared for the propgeegect Air Quality Impact Analysis Miramar Hotel
and Bungalows ProjecDudek March 11, 2008, incorporated herein byrezfee) to minimize
emissions from construction equipment, and shoealaviplemented.

OPERATIONYLONG-TERMIMPACTY

00-ND-003 found that long term environmental imgag$sociated with operational emissions would be
less than significant. Since environmental revidwthe approved plan was initiated, the County &eldp
new interim long-term/operational emissions thrégfidor significant air quality impacts as follows
(County’s 2003 Environmental Thresholds and GurdsiManual, as amended in 2006):
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A proposed project will not have a significant gurality effect on the environment if operation loé t
project will:

Emit (from all project sourcésmobile and stationary), less than the daily &igépr offsets set
in the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) New Sace Review Rule, for any pollutant; and

Emit less than 25 pounds per day (Ibs/day) of axmfenitrogen (NOX) or reactive organic
compounds (ROC) from motor vehicle trips only; and

Emit less than 55 Ibs/day of ROC or NOx for comdinehicular and stationary source (e.g.,
emergency generators and boilers) emissions.

Not cause or contribute to a violation of any Gatifia or National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (except ozone); and

Not exceed the APCD health risk public notificatibnesholds adopted by the APCD Board; and
Be consistent with the adopted federal and stat€Aality Plans.

For the approved plan, the previous URBEMIS7 progveas used to calculate long-term emissions
from the project the results of which are showrotyein Table 3-1. The operational vehicular emissio
triggered the 25 Ibs/day threshold for motor vehicips, and at the time of the approved plan, the
County did not have the 55 Ibs/day threshold fdnisélar and stationary source emissions, therefbee,
emissions for proposed stationary sources (e.gergancy generators, boilers) were not calculateden
air quality analysis.

The proposed project would generate an additiodaverage daily trips (ADT), 2 A.M. peak hour trips
and 6 P.M. peak hour trips above the approved pldRBEMIS Model 9.2.4 was used to calculate the
vehicular emissions associated with the new nurabeehicular trips (see Table 3-1 below). In
addition, the proposed project includes use of 180 brake horse power (bhp) boilers, two 3,000
million British thermal units (MMBTUu) boilers, ared500 kilowatt (kW) emergency generator (see
Table 3-1).

Mitigation measure AIR-7 requires that the appltaaiotain individual permits from the APCD for
diesel-powered emergency generators and constitthet APCD to determine if the boilers need
permits also. However, because air emissions egedavith the Caruso Plan would be less than the
thresholds, long-term air quality impacts would eamless than significant.

? Portable equipment registered under the Califotiid&Resources Board (ARB) Statewide Portable Eq@ipm
Registration Program (PERP) shall not be includpdba@osed project’'s emission total. Emissions fthase
sources are in compliance with the ARB PERP progeard are exempt from APCD permits.

® Where projects exceed the offset trigger, theifiggmt effect shall be considered mitigable tognificance
where APCD rules require offsets and net emissafies offsets are less than the trigger for offsets
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Table 3-1
Long-Term Air Pollutant Emissions (with a 500 kW Generator)
Area Source Emissions ROC (Ibs/day) NOX (Ibs/day)
Approved plan Operational Vehicular| 49.36 49.35
Emissions (w/out TDM
Operational Vehicular | 45.45 44.65
Emissions (w/ TDM)
Operational Stationary | Not calculated Not calculated
Source Emissions
Proposed project Area Source Emisstohg.01 1.86
Operational Vehicular | 15.74 21.88
Emissions
Two (2) 100 bhp 1.08 7.22
Boilers
Two (2) 3,000 MMBtu | 0.76 5.18
Boilers
500 kW Emergency 1.08 16.23
Generator
Total 19.67 52.37
Notes:
TDM Traffic Demand Management program
1 Area source emissions were estimated using feB&s&2 2007 (Air Quality Impact Analysis Miramaote|

and Bungalows Project, Dudek updated February 2808rporated herein by reference)

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

00-ND-003 predates the impact analysis of greerdngas emissions.

Emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) accumul#te etmosphere, where these gases trap heat near
the Earth’s surface by absorbing infrared radiatidns effect causes global warming and climate
change, with adverse impacts on humans and theoamvent. Common GHGs include water vapor,
carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (QHnitrous oxide (NO), and perfluorocarbons. Combustion of fossil
fuels constitutes the primary source of GHGs. dutsjcan directly release GHGs, or indirectly insge
GHGs by increasing combustion of fossil fuels viereased energy consumption or vehicular trips.

In 2004, California emitted 484 million metric tasof GHGs (California Air Resources Board 2007).
The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 200%&ssembly Bill 32, Health and Safety Code, 88§
38500et seq) requires reduction of California’s GHG emissiaad990 levels by 2020. The State’s Air
Resources Board has established the 1990 lev@l7atdlion metric tons of C@equivalent emissions.
Santa Barbara County is currently working withAts Pollution Control District (APCD), the Califora
Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOAaNnd salient California agencies, to develop
CEQA thresholds of significance that would guidassification of impacts associated with global
climate change in CEQA documents. Absent suclshimids, CEQA lead agencies must rely on their
own careful judgment, based on scientific and falotiata to the extent possible, in determining if
impacts related to global climate change are sant. Unfortunately, scientific and factual data
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not sufficiently available to judge, without undeesulation, whether projects with relatively small,
incremental contributions to the state’s GHG togaiks cumulatively significant or insignificant. time
interim, only relatively large GHG emitters are smlered, under any reasonable review, to have
significant effects on the environment; that igjects that are estimated to emit the equivalent of
50,000 tons of C®from both stationary and mobile sources duringlerm operations, and projects
estimated to emit 25,000 tons of €émissions from stationary sources alone, from-kengn
operationd. Projects below these levels remain unclassifiabté more evidence becomes available.

The proposed project would generate more GHGsttieapproved plan, with more structural
development resulting in more electricity use. ldoer, the proposed project is unlikely to be onthef
“relatively large GHG emitters”. Implementationreicommended mitigation measure AIR-8 as well as
AIR-6 below, would ensure that energy saving teghes would be used to minimize GHG emissions.

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

The mitigation measures contained in the Air Qualdction of the 00-ND-003 would be adequate to
mitigate potentially significant air quality impacassociated with the proposed project. In additioe
following mitigation measures are recommended tth&r minimize emissions from construction
activities, emissions from stationary sources, emissions of GHGs. As with the approved plan, the
proposed project’s residual impact would be leas significant. Also consistent with the approved
plan, the proposed project’s contribution to curiuéaair quality impacts would not be considerable.

AIR-6 Construction contractors shall adhere tofthewing requirements during project grading
and construction to reduce emissions of ozone psecsiand particulate emissions from
diesel exhaust, which are classified as carcinageynihe State of California.

Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipmenufectured after 1996 (with
federally mandated “clean” diesel engines) shallitieed.

The engine size of construction equipment shathbeminimum practical size.

The number of pieces of construction equipmentatpeg simultaneously shall be
minimized through efficient management practicesrtsure that the smallest practical
number is operating at any one time.

Construction equipment shall be properly maintaipedthe manufacturer’s
specifications.

Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasefioeered equipment.

Diesel catalytic converters shall be installed.

Diesel-powered equipment shall be replaced bymteaguipment whenever feasible, for
smaller equipment.

3 california Air Resources Board Resolution 07-5éallishes 25,000 metric tons of GHG emissions as th
threshold for identifying the largest stationaryigsion sources in California for purposes of reiqgithe annual
reporting of emissions. This threshold is justrd¥®05% of California’s total inventory of GHG eggions for
2004. 50,000 metric tonnes is just over 0.01% @2@tal GHG emissions.



Attachment B, 15164 letter
September 25, 2008
Page 17 of 68

AIR-7

AIR-8

Construction worker trips shall be minimized bymating carpooling and by making
onsite lunch available.

Low volatile organic compound (VOC) architecturahtings shall be used whenever
feasible.

Plan Requirements/Timing: The applicant shall include these measures &s oot the
grading and building plans that shall be reviewed approved prior to issuance of Coastal
Development Permits for grading or structural depeient. These measures shall be
implemented during and after project constructismapropriate.

MONITORING: P&D shall ensure that these measures are orahs.pPermit
compliance staff shall perform periodic equipmerspiections and respond to nuisance
complaints.

The applicant shall obtain individual permitsm the APCD for the proposed 500 kW
emergency generator and shall consult with the ARC@etermine if individual permits are
required for the proposed boilers as wéllan Requirements/Timing: Permits shall be
obtained from APCD and copies of the permits pregtitb P&D prior to issuance of Coastal
Development Permits for the project.

MONITORING: P&D shall confirm that permits have been obtaipedr to issuance of
Coastal Development Permits for the project.

The following energy-conserving techniqueswdd be incorporated into the project.

Installation of low NOXx residential water heaters.
Use of natural lighting where feasible.
Installation of energy efficient appliances.
Installation of energy efficient lighting.

Plan Requirements and Timing: The applicant should incorporate the listed pravisi
into building and improvement plans prior to isstewof Coastal Development Permits.
MONITORING: Building and Safety shall site inspect to engleeelopment is in
accordance with approved plans prior to occupatearance.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING UPDATE

The project site consists primarily of developeaadlancluding structures, paved parking areas aedsar
that have been disturbed due to landscaping. Cusiienconditions, in terms of biological resourca®
roughly the same as those that existed during atialuof the site under the approved plan. Lanccov
found on-site in addition to developed land incledealyptus woodland, sandy beach and weedy
introduced annuals known as California Annual Qeast The eastern portion of the property is lotate
within the 100-year floodplain of Oak Creek as caded by the presence of remnant western sycamore
trees. Oak Creek and associated riparian Envirotatigisensitive Habitat are located just outside of
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the eastern property line. The 50-foot buffer bamdrom creek top-of-bank is primarily offsite,
however, a portion of it is approximately threetfieside the property line at the southeast corfidris
area currently is paved almost to the propertydiné is used for storage and parking.

A total of 34 palms and 88 trees, including 13 sigant native and 37 significant non-native treasst
on-site Tree Inventory and Assessment, February 2008 Bd#wsion of Original 8/6/07 Repodated
February 25, 2008, Bill Spiewak, incorporated hef®i reference). Numerous trees have already been
removed in work performed under the approved phatotal of 46 vascular plants including eight nativ
(17%) and 38 non-native (83%) plants exist on-3ite low percentage of native plants is likely tbsult

of extensive disturbance and development througiheListory of the site.

The project site supports habitat for a limited benmof common upland wildlife species. No sensitive
wildlife have been observed, or are likely to oostthin project boundarieB{ological Resources
Constraints Repoytlune 19, 2007, Tricia Wotpika of Dudek & Assoestincorporated herein by
reference)Raptor Nest Survey of the Miramar Property, Montgcanta Barbara County, California
prepared December 22, 2007 by Consulting Wildlii@dg)ist Paul Collins, incorporated herein by
reference, found no raptor nests present on-gitajid it find evidence of recent use of the sygedptors.
However, the survey did note that trees on thegstgare probably occasionally used by raptors for
nesting and perching due to the presence of seited® species. The Monarch ButteriDafaus
plexippu$ is a species of special concern along the Cosii@gputh Coast and several overwintering
roosts occur west and east of the project site.é¥ew aggregations of this species are not known to
exist at the project site and the riparian corridoes not appear to provide suitable overwintehniaigitat
for Monarch ButterfliesResults of Presence/Absence Surveys for the MoBaritlrfly (Danaus
plexippus), Miramar Hotel Redevelopment Site, CpohtSanta Barbara, CaliforniBudek January 16,
2008, incorporated herein by reference). The matyramores, coast live oak and eucalyptus trees may
provide temporary autumnal roost sites for thiscggse Surveys for monarch butterfly roosting sites
conducted January 8, 2008 by Biologist Trisha Wkatiaf Dudek & Associates (report op. cit.), fourtd n
monarch butterfly overwintering sites.

IMPACT DISCUSSION
OAK CREEK ANDESHOVERLAYAREA

00-ND-003 found that impacts to the Oak Creek dortifrom the increased intensity of use associated
with development of a new parking area on the sidstof the property, would result in potentially
significant impacts. Similar to the approved pldng proposed project would intensify use in thesaa

of the site and impacts would be roughly similaere would be no substantial increase in the sgwari
impacts associated with the proposed project whempared with those associated with the approved
plan.

The approved plan included preservation of theragea canopy cover along Oak Creek and remnant
western sycamore trees located in the floodplai@ai Creek. Impacts were determined to be less tha
significant, although 00-ND-003 did cite the im@orte of the existing riparian vegetation to wikellés
partial nexus for requiring planted improvement#h® western riparian edge of Oak Creek. The
proposed project would remove one sycamore progidanopy cover along Oak Creek and two
sycamores located in the Oak Creek floodplain. il8mo the approved plan, given existing mitigatio
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requiring planting of the area with riparian speciacluding sycamores, impacts associated with the
proposed project would be less than significant.

INDIRECTIMPACTS OFLIGHT ANDNOISE

00-ND-003 found that indirect impacts to wildlifeon increased lighting associated with the approved
plan, , on the eastern portion of the site wasriiaky significant. Because the proposed project
includes installation of new lighting throughoué throperty, impacts under the proposed project avbal
similar to impacts under the approved plan andetheuld be no substantial increase in severity of
impacts as a result of the proposed project revssidMitigation included under the Aesthetics/Visua
Resource discussion above would reduce impacessothan significant levels. Deletion of the tenni
court lighting will further reduce impacts. As umdlee approved plan, the proposed project woulat lig
the boardwalk, but no beach lighting would occimpacts would be similar and less than significant.

SURFACE ANDSTORMWATEHRRUNOFF

00-ND-003 found impacts from surface water runaffidg both construction and operations of the
approved plan to be potentially significant.

The approved plan included construction of a wenegulate the outlet of water into Oak Creek. The
proposed project contains a proposal for a ripotafet structure that would also regulate wateeeng

Oak Creek. Construction activity associated withegia weir or a rip rap structure has the potetdia
generate considerable sediment, trace metalsentdrioil, grease, and other synthetic organic
compounds. Release of such materials to the cradll cause significant short-term impacts to water
quality. Similar to the approved plan, under theppsed project surface water runoff from the stree
parking and driveway areas, and runoff containimgtaminants such as herbicides and pesticides could
result in long-term adverse impacts to water guadlihpacts from the proposed project would thus be
similar to, but not substantially more severe thiaose of the approved plan.

FLORA

Under the approved plan 189 non-native trees @terchinate significance and one native oak webeto
removed. Approximately 55 palms and 3 oaks weleeteelocated. 275 new trees were to be planted as a
part of the proposed landscape plan and a Treed@mt and Replacement condition was required as
mitigation for the potentially significant impacissociated with tree removal.

Under the proposed project, 40 trees would be rechag a part of the project, 29 trees, including tw
natives, would be protected in place, 53 treelseeitative or of habitat value including nine natbaks
and three sycamores, would be relocated as ptré @iroject and approximately 1050 new trees wbald
planted. Due to the large degree of trauma swestadaring relocation, especially of larger, more
established trees, mortality and loss is assunregefes that are relocated. Five significant tteaswould
be preserved in their current location would bedoted by the project due to 25% or greater encroanh
into root zone. Due to the large degree of traunséamed through potential soil compaction, rodticg

or paving within the root zone, mortality and lisassumed for trees that sustain root zone impécts
25% or greater. Similar to the approved plan, ictgpom the proposed project would thus be consdie
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potentially significant. There would however, beta substantial increase in the severity of ingofaom
the revised project.

FauNA

Impacts to fauna under the approved plan and thygopged project are expected to be roughly the same,
based upon similar impacts to on-site trees an@#ieCreek riparian corridor. Therefore there ladoe
no substantial increase in the severity of imp#ota the approved to the revised plan. No unigae or
threatened animal species, or habitat areas forspexies is know to occur onsite, therefore, dacton

in the numbers, restriction in the range, or impache critical habitat of these species is exgubtd

occur. However, parts of the existing riparian whor and mature trees located on-site still offer
potential habitat for migratory passerine birds eaqutors. Mature sycamores, coast live oak, and
eucalyptus trees may provide temporary autumnatrsites for Monarchs. Trees on the property are
likely used on occasion by raptors due to the piEsef trees of species and stature suitable &iimgeand
perching. Suitable nesting trees on-site include@apecies such as oaks and sycamores as wealhas
native species including Monterey Pine, a numbgatrh species, and a number of eucalyptus species.
Impacts to habitat of value to Monarchs, raptorargratory passerine birds are mitigated under the
proposed project as approved under 00-ND-003.

The periphery of the site is currently fenced v@ttoot tall chain-link fence. Similar to the appealplan,
completion of the proposed project would resuleimoval of the existing chain-link fence, and
construction of a limited number of site walls, aiiwould result in a decrease in barriers to asigleat

or migratory wildlife species. Impacts associatéith\wuman presence during the construction phagweeof
project, and increased human habitation followiognpletion of new hotel facilities, would be minimal
due to the fact that the property has historidadign used as a hotel site. Impacts to fauna uneler t
proposed project would be less than significaet, there would be no increase in the severitynpiicts
assessed under the approved plan.

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACT

The mitigation measures contained in the BiologResource section of 00-ND-003 and as updated
below, would be adequate to mitigate potentialiyngicant biological resource impacts associatetth wi
the proposed project. In addition, recommendedyatibn measure BIO-7 would further reduce
impacts to biological resources. As with the apprbplan, the proposed project’s residual impact and
contribution to cumulative impacts would be lesantisignificant.

BIO-1° A Tree Protection and Replacement Plan, preparedf§D-approved arborist shall be
implemented. All development and potential grodiglurbances shall be designed to avoid
trees to the maximum extent feasible. The plafi sBiddude but is not limited to the following
components:

® Entire condition is updated herein.
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A. Protection During Demolition and Site Preparation

1.

A pre-construction meeting shall be held priorlte commencement of any demolition,
grading or construction to discuss tree proteati@asures. The pre-construction meeting
shall include project contractors.

Prior to demolition and grading a TPZ (Tree PraotecZone) shall be established with
the installation of chain-link fence around eadefrwith a 1 foot radius of protection
zone for each inch of DBH (diameter at breast henggasured 54" above ground).

All trees to be removed shall be designated aratlgldistinguished from trees to be
relocated.

Where a required TPZ conflicts with aristingstructure, equipment (such as buckets on
longer booms) that allows operation further from ttunk shall be used as directed by
the project arborist.

In areas where demolition or grading must comeetltdsan the perimeter of the TPZ,
encountered roots that are %2 inch in diametereatgr shall be cleanly cut by hand and
not ripped by demolition equipment.

Fences shall be maintained in upright positionsughout demolition and site
preparation. No equipment or building materialsaits shall be stockpiled against
required fencing.

B. Protection During and Following Construction

B w

After demolition, and once construction parameseesdetermined, TPZ’s should be
reconfirmed or reestablished with placement of chiak fencing.

Once established, TPZ's should be void of all dotis, including parking of vehicles,
operation of equipment, storage of materials, enging (including temporary spoils
from excavation).

All excavation and grading near trees shall be tooad by the project as necessary.
Any roots encountered during grading, landscapmgpastruction that are %2 inch in
diameter or greater shall be cleanly cut by hand.

Buildings, walls and fences within the TPZ shouddsoipported by piers, posts, screw
piles, or caissons and above grade beams.

Oaks and pines that are impacted by any root dastagdd be sprayed in the early
spring and late summer with pemithrikstro to help resist attack of boring beetles. The
application should be applied to the lower 6 incbiesunk for a minimum of two years
after project completion.

As determined by the project arborist, supplemantghation shall be required to aid
mature trees that have sustained root loss or damag

When roots have been pruned, soils should be kegtnExposed soil profiles
containing exposed roots that remain open for Iotiggn one day should be covered by
burlap and irrigated as frequently as necessakgép soils moist.

Pruning of protected trees shall be performed supervised by a Certified Arborist.
The project arborist should review goals with waskerior to commencement of any tree
pruning.
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10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Tree trunk areas shall be properly drained to apoiding.

All utilities shall be placed within or directly gatent to roadways and driveways or in a
designated utility corridor in order to minimizepacts to trees.

Any trenching required within the TPZ or sensitreet zone of any specimen tree shall
be done by hand.

To the maximum extent feasible, no artificial sagfapervious or impervious, shall be
placed within six feet of the TPZ of any tree.

No permanent irrigation shall occur within the T&Zany oak tree that is not slated for
removal.

All trees located within 25 feet of proposed bulgs shall be protected from stucco or
paint during construction.

Any unanticipated damage that occurs to treesmgitbee habitats resulting from
construction activities shall be mitigated in a manapproved by P&D. This mitigation
may include but is not limited to posting of a perhiance security, tree replacement on a
10:1 ratio and hiring of an outside consultant dgidt and/or arborist to assess the
damage and recommend mitigation. The requiredyation shall be completed
immediately under the direction of P&D prior to amyther work occurring on the site.
Any performance securities required for installatesmd maintenance of replacement trees
will be released by P&D after its inspection an@rapal of such installation.

C. Tree Relocation Requirements

=

6.

Roots should be cleanly cut.

Soil remaining in the root ball or box shall be kemist. The root ball should not be
allowed to dry out.

New planting holes should be twice the width of thet ball of the relocated tree.
Moisture should be monitored both inside and oetsie root ball to determine the
required frequency and quantity of water appligatio

Relocated trees shall be boxed and replanted or@acce with the final County-
approved Tree Removal and Relocation Plan. A dngation system with a timer shall
be installed. Trees shall be planted prior to peciey clearance and irrigated and
maintained until established (five years).

Tree relocation shall be performed under the sugiervof the project arborist

D. Tree Replacement

1.

For every significant or native removed or treéhvid5% or more root zone encroachment,
a minimum of three 24-inch box or ten 1-gallon $rekall be planted. Impacted native trees
shall be replaced with native replacement treéseofame species. Trees shall be
maintained until established (five years).

Every relocated tree that potentially fails shallrbplaced by two, 60" box oak trees.
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3. A tree replacement performance and maintenanceityesiall be posted with the County
prior to issuance of a Coastal Development onfiieetad parcel. The performance security
shall be based upon a detailed estimate providéddoandscape architect and landscape
installation contractor, including cost of instétk&, materials and maintenance. The
performance security shall be provided by the apptiprior to Coastal Development
Permit issuance, and shall be equal to the valuestallation of all items as well as the
value of maintenance and/or replacement of thesitemfive years of maintenance of the
items. The performance security shall be increds#gtermined necessary by Planning and
Development staff. The amounts shall be agrebg &D. If such maintenance has not
occurred at any point throughout the five-year negance period, the plants or
improvements shall be replaced and the securit/foelanother year. If the applicant fails
to either install or maintain according to the amed plan, P&D may collect security and
complete work on property. There shall be no aatigase of the performance security.
Monitoring: Permit Compliance shall conduct site inspectidmngughout all phases of
development to ensure compliance with, and to ewalthe success of, all tree protection
and replacement measuflan Requirements: Prior to issuance of Coastal
Development Permits for demolition or grading, #pplicant shall submit a copy of the
final grading and building plans, Landscape PlaegTRemoval and Relocation Plan, and
Tree Protection and Replacement Plan to P&D foemeand approval. Plans shall
graphically depict the location and extent of TBEdll native and specimen trees,
location of required fencing and equipment storage staging areas designated outside
of TPZ areas. All aspects of these plans shalifeamented as approvediming:

Timing on each measure shall be stated where apdéicwhere not otherwise stated, all
measures must be in place throughout all gradidgcanstruction activities.

Monitoring: Permit Compliance shall conduct site inspectitimsughout all phases of
development to ensure compliance with, and to ewalthe success of, all tree protection
and replacement measures. The project arboriBtrsbaitor site activities throughout
the duration of the project and especially duriegcke installation, excavation and
grading.

BI1O-6 All outdoor lighting in the vicinity of Oak Creedhall be shielded to prevent stray light from
illuminating the riparian corridor as per the Cqpickighting Plan.Plan Requirements:
Locations and shielding of all outdoor lighting Bl shown on the Lighting Plartiming:

The applicant shall obtain P&D approval of the fibighting Plan prior to issuance of Coastal
Development Permits for structures. Lighting sballiinstalled per plan requirements during
constructionMonitoring: Permit Compliance shall site inspect during cortsitom and prior to
signing off on occupancy clearance.

BIO-7 All fertilizer, pesticide and herbicide productsdson-site shall be certified as organically based.
Landscape plans and practices shall be designaldrimate the use of toxic materials and shall
include the following: incorporation of organic nmeatduring garden renovation, recycling
attachments on lawnmowers, use of organic muldedtary plantings, use of compost tea for
nutrients, introduction of earthworms and introductof beneficial organisms (such as
nematodes)Plan Requirements:Requirements shall be noted on Landscape Plans.
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Monitoring: Permit Compliance shall site inspect during cortsiom and prior to signing off
on occupancy clearance.

BIO-8 The applicant shall hire a P&D-approved biologistonduct a pre-construction inspection for
nesting native bird species, including nestingoeptwithin 500 feet of construction activities
and not more than two weeks prior to the proposggnning of construction (including staging,
clearing and grubbing). If birds are determinetiémesting on the project site, no construction,
grading or heavy equipment operation shall takeeplaithin 500 feet of any raptor nest or 200
feet of any other native bird species’ nest, ext@ptertain construction activities that may be
allowed on a case-by-case basis as reviewed amdwegupby P&D. Other than those activities
that are allowed by P&D, no construction activitsbsll take place within the 500-foot radius
(for raptors) or 200-foot radius (for other spegi@sany nests on the project site until it can be
verified that all fledglings have left the nesRlan Requirements/ Timing: This condition shall
be printed on all construction, grading, and buigdplans.

Monitoring: The applicant shall submit a report on the prestiction survey to Permit
Compliance and Permit Compliance shall review gpt@ve the report prior to construction.
Permit Compliance staff shall perform site inspmtdi throughout the construction phase.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING UPDATE

Environmental documentation on file at the Archagalal Inventory, South Central Coast
Archaeological Information Center, University ofli@@nia, Santa Barbara indicates that two
archaeological sites, CA-SBA-18 and CA-SBA-19, wereorded in the vicinity of the project area over
70 years ago.

IMPACT DISCUSSION

Based on the findings of three archaeological siv@0-ND-003 found impacts to cultural resources t
be potentially significant and mitigable. Mitigationeasures included Native American and
archaeologist monitoring during grading and dewvelept in the Railroad right-of-way, historic
archaeologist monitoring of grading activities neas sensitive for the occurrence of historic
archaeological features, and a stop-work requir¢methe event of the uncovering of potentially
significant prehistoric or historic archaeologiocasources.

Site monitoring was undertaken as a condition prayal at the start of demolition work under the
approved plan and included new site surveys amghreesting.Interim Report Archaeological
Monitoring Program Demolition and Vegetation Remdaamar Resort Hotel Renovation Project,
Montecito, Californiadated December 7, 2000, prepared by Macfarlanka®mogical Consultants and
incorporated herein by reference, addressed fisdfigite monitoring during grading and constructio
Findings of the monitoring report were consisteithyrevious reports prepared by Macfarlane
Archaeological consultants. No intact significardreeological deposits were found.



Attachment B, 15164 letter
September 25, 2008
Page 25 of 68

The proposed project differs from the approved platerms of cultural resource impacts, in that th
approved plan proposed localized development amgribposed project includes grading and
development over essentially the entire site. Tho@gsed project also includes demolition of a numbe
of structures that would have been retained urigeapproved plan. Surveys completed for the
approved plan, combined with interim monitoring artdken during demolition under the approved
plan, resulted in completion of surveys over mutcthe site. Based on the testing and monitoring
already completed on the Miramar property, wherenterct, significant archaeological deposits have
been found, uncovering of significant cultural rese elsewhere on the site is unlikely. Regardless
there are four areas identified by Macfarlane a&slimg continuous monitoring during construction.
Therefore, while additional subsurface/significatestiing is not recommended prior to demolition for
the proposed project, except in the area of tharo@®@nt buildings (Heather Macfarlane, email, Marc
3, 2008) monitoring of the four areas on the siteecommended and impacts associated with the
proposed plan would not be substantially more getrean impacts associated with the approved plan.

Due to the common occurrence of cultural resourceseanfront areas, and a lack of investigation in
this area of the site under any previous site eyiyvadditional subsurface/significance testingllmw
the assessment of potential cultural resourcdsaiatea of the oceanfront buildings is recommended
after demolition and prior to construction (see G4L

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

The mitigation measures contained in the Cultuegddrrces section of 00-ND-003 would be adequate
to mitigate potentially significant impacts to autil resources from the proposed project. In amidliti

the following mitigation measures revise and comaat mitigations in 00-ND-003 to further minimize
impacts. As with the approved plan, the proposegept’s residual impact and contribution to
cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

CUL-1 Potential unidentified cultural resources in thetipo of CA-SBA-18/19 previously recorded
within the Railroad right-of-way shall be protectdelan Requirements and Timing:
Excavation for all activities within the Railroaigint-of-way shall be performed by hand and be
monitored by a qualified archaeologist and Nativeekican representative. If cultural resources
are encountered, work shall be redirected away tremesource while its significance can be
assessed, in accordance with measure CUL-3 (00-0H)-0This condition shall be printed on
all building and grading plans and P&D shall chptans prior to issuance of any Coastal
Development Permits.

MONITORING : If cultural resources are encountered, the moms}atiall notify Permit
Compliance immediately. If cultural resourcesm@weencountered, the archaeological
monitor(s) shall report the results of the monrigrio Permit Compliance within two weeks of
completion of ground-disturbing activities withimet monitored area(s).

CUL-2 Areas 1-4 as shown on the Cultural Resouroaidring and Significance Survey map on file
with P&D shall be monitored continuously throughalitgrading, construction, demolition, and
ground disturbing activities. Phase 1 archaeoldgigeveys shall be undertaken by a P&D-
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gualified archaeologist following demolition of aayisting structures in areas 1-4 and shall be
completed prior to grading and construction. Ifppseoric or historic archaeological resources
are encountered, work shall be redirected away tt@resource while its significance can be
assessed, in accordance with measure CURl&h Requirements and Timing: This condition
shall be printed on all building and grading plansl P&D shall check plans prior to issuance of
any Coastal Development Permits.

MONITORING : If prehistoric or historic archaeological resourees encountered, the
archaeologist shall notify Permit Compliance andDP&aff immediately. If prehistoric or
historic archaeological resources are not encoedj¢ne archaeologist shall notify Permit
Compliance and P&D staff within two weeks of contigle of ground-disturbing activities
within the surveyed area(s).

CUL- 3 Phase 2 subsurface/significance testing sleatonducted after demolition, but prior to new
construction in ocean front area 5 as shown orCthiural Resource Monitoring and
Significance Survey map on file with P&D. Area @llalso be monitored continuously
throughout all grading, construction, demolitiondayround disturbing activities. Boundaries of
survey are shall be staked and flagged prior toadiion. If prehistoric or historic archaeological
resources are encountered, work shall be rediresteg from the resource while its significance
can be assessed, in accordance with measure CPIaiBRequirements and Timing: This
condition shall be printed on all building and graepplans and P&D shall check plans prior to
issuance of any Coastal Development Permits.

MONITORING: If prehistoric or historic archaeological resourees encountered, the
archaeologist shall notify Permit Compliance andDP&aff immediately. If prehistoric or
historic archaeological resources are not encoedj¢ne archaeologist shall notify Permit
Compliance and P&D staff within two weeks of contigle of ground-disturbing activities
within the surveyed area(s).

6. ENERGY

IMPACT DISCUSSION

00-ND-003 found no significant impacts associatétl the demand for existing sources of energy er th
need to develop or extend new energy sources wittheConsistent with that analysis, consultaticim
Southern California Edison (SCE) regarding the ps&g project indicates that electrical loads of the
project are within parameters of projected loadwinowhich SCE is planning to meet in the projeetzar
(personal communication, Tom Wagner, SCE, Marc008). Therefore, the proposed project is not
expected to result in a substantial increase inaghehupon existing sources of energy than was
generated under the approved plan. The site waukkbved by existing electrical main lines and woul
not result in the need for development or extensiamew sources of energy. Consistent with the
approved plan, impacts associated with the proppsegdct would not be considered significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS
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The proposed project would not result in proje@esiic or cumulative energy impacts. No mitigatisn
required.

7. FIRE PROTECTION
IMPACT DISCUSSION

00-ND-003 identified no significant impacts assteawith Fire Protection of the approved plan piled
the applicant were to implement a Fire Access Bfgroved by the Montecito Fire Protection District.

While the square footages of the proposed projextesl those of the approved plan, nevertheless,
significant circumstances have not changed: toggrsite is not located in a high fire hazardhatlee
proposed project itself will not cause high fire&als on the site and in fact the entire complédixoei
equipped with automatic sprinkler systems; themdequate water pressure, adequate access for fire
fighting and the ability to safely locate hydraptssuant to Montecito Fire District standards (Mumito
Fire District email dated March 17, 2008); andghaposed project remains within the safe Fire
Department response time. Therefore, similarécaibproved plan, impacts from the proposed project
would be less than significant with implementatodithe required Fire Access Plan (sheet A0-11,ate
February 15, 2008).

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

The mitigation measures contained in the Fire tmte section of 00-ND-003 would be adequate to
mitigate potentially significant impacts from theoposed project. As with the approved plan, the
proposed project’s residual impact and contributeooumulative impacts would be less than
significant.

8. GEOLOGIC PROCESSES

IMPACT DISCUSSION

00-ND-003 found no significant impacts relatingyeologic processes from the proposed project,
including risks from fault rupture, ground shakiggound lurching and amplification, liquefactioeascliff
retreat, tsunamis or settlement and differentiadgaction. The ND did, however, include mitigation
measures to address geologic constraint issuesliaid/lontecito Community Plan policies. These
mitigations would ensure that the proposed progealso consistent with these policies. The apgiand
the proposed projects are substantially the samespect to geologic processes with the excepfibnm
project changes that warrant discussion.

First, the approved plan assumed the continuedlityadf the existing sea wall, protecting the sti#f on

the site from retreat, and included only a maimergrogram for the sea wall. The current apptinat
included an analysis of the sea wall which condutat repair and maintenance is necessary totpatpe
the sea wallfliramar Seawall Viability Detailed Studipecember 21, 1998, Penfield and Smliramar
Hotel Seawall Viability Update Lettefune 12, 2007, Penfield and Smith &&mo on Mirarmar Beach
Area Historical Geology and Foundation Materialsdenlying Oceanfront Structures, Miramar Hotel and
Bungalows Project, 1555 South Jameson Lane, MdoiéZalifornia, November 12, 2007, Fugro West,
Inc. , incorporated herein by reference). Assaltethe proposed project includes restoratiomef
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existing sea wall, followed by regular maintenancais change in the proposed project supports the
conclusion under 00-ND-003 that impacts to seérelfeat would be insignificant as a result of the
perpetuation of the existing seawall on the sitggdcts from the proposed project in this regardigvou
remain not significant.

Second, the approved plan was designed to genegtdin the existing site contours which are descti
in 00-ND-003 as “nearly flat to moderately slopimh gradients generally to the south and south[eak
Average slopes on the property range from 1.752@ércent”. The approved plan included 10,090 c.
of fill and 6,000 c.y. of cut. The proposed projsadesigned to level the existing rolling sitarghg at the
western portion of the property with four feet af and ending in 13 feet of fill at the eastern ehthe
property supported by a series of engineered stegp@ining walls. Total grading quantities of the
proposed project are approximately 42,000 c.yubbad approximately 39,000 c.y. of fill. The pospd
project would alter the site topography such thatrolling topography of the grounds within the sitould
be lost and the eastern edge of the site wouldayeifactured in its topographic relief.

Regardless, the site contour as viewed from thehbeauld remain the same as it is currently and the
changed site contour at the easternmost portitimedsite as viewed from South Jameson Lane would be
generally hidden by a site wall and vegetationts&ant to mitigation BIO - 5, the riparian corridifrOak
Creek along the project site would be planted vatoration plantings: this measure would have the
added benefit over time of mitigating private vieiwsn the east of the changed topography and steppe
retaining walls. As discussed under Section 168eWResources and Flooding, below, proposed changes
to topography would have no significant effect loa ioodway of Oak /San Ysidro Creek and the pregdos
project drainage improvements are acceptable tGdumty Flood Control District as designed. Hence,
while grading quantities vary between the apprqiad and proposed project, impacts associatedtigth
change in topography are not significant and top@sed project would not result in substantiallyeno
severe impacts associated with geologic processhsdling liquefaction (See staff comments from Bav
Ward regarding technical liquefaction report citai, Montecito Planning Commission hearing trapscri
dated August 28, 2008).

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

The mitigation measures contained in the Geologic&sses section of 00-ND-003, including as
revised below, would be adequate to mitigate p@kysignificant impacts to geologic processesriro
the proposed project. In addition, the followingigation measures revise and complement mitigations
in 00-ND-003 to further minimize impacts. As witie approved plan, the proposed project’s residual
impact and contribution to cumulative impacts wolddless than significant.

GEO 1: Excavation and grading shall be limitedh® dry season of the year (April 15 — November 1)
unless a Building & Safety-approved Grading andsieno Control Plan is in place and all measures
therein are in effectPlan Requirements: The Grading and Erosion Control Plan shall begmesl to
minimize erosion and shall include the following:

a) Detailed plans and report prepared by a licensetbgist or engineer for any permanent erosion
control structures.
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b) Methods such as retention basins, drainage divestractures and spot grading shall be used as
appropriate to reduce siltation into adjacent drges or roadways during the grading and
construction activities.

c) Provisions to reseed exposed graded surfaces vating cover to minimize erosion. Graded
areas that are to be built upon shall be vegetatttah four weeks of completion of grading
activities with deep-rooted, drought-tolerant speavherever possible and in accordance with
the required Landscape Plan (Mitigation Measure AEBto minimize the potential for
oversaturation and erosion. Surfaces graded &mephent of structures shall be seeded with
ground cover if construction does not commenceiwifirur weeks of grading completion. This
requirement shall be noted on all grading and mglglans.

d) All cut and fill slopes on the property shall besteeper than 2:1 (horizontal to vertical).

e) Allfill material shall be recompacted to enginekstandards as specified within the Uniform
Building Code or by a qualified Soils Engineer asdapproved by P&D.

f) Recommendations regarding the placement of fillemalt recompaction, and grading methods
contained within thePreliminary Geotechnical Report, Miramar Hotel aBdngalows, 1555
South Jameson Lane, Montecito Califorrlanuary 4, 2008, Fugro West Inc., incorporated
herein by reference, shall be implemented.

Timing: The Grading and Erosion Control Plan shall denstted for review and approved by P&D
and Flood Control prior to issuance of follow ombdaJse Permits for grading. The applicant shall
notify Permit Compliance prior to commencement@falition. Applicable components of the grading
plan shall be implemented during demolition andlgr@ activities and prior to occupancy clearance.

MONITORING : Grading inspectors shall monitor technical atpetthe grading activities. Permit
Compliance shall site inspect during grading to ioordust generation and four weeks after grading
completion to verify seeding and/or that constiuttias commenced in areas graded for structures.
4.9 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/RISK OF UPSET

IMPACT DISCUSSION

00-ND-003 identified potentially significant andtigable impacts associated with public safety
hazards from the occurrence of approximately 1l0@@r feet of train tracks within the hotel site.
Mitigation proposed by the applicant and adopteti thie ND included installation of warning device
improvements for the pedestrian railroad crossing.

Dudek prepared Risk of Upset/Train Safety Analysis Miramar Hotedl 8ungalows Projeaated
November 7, 2007 and updated February 2008, incatgubherein by reference. As set forth in the
report, the currently proposed project presentsoqapately the same set of facts as the approved
plan: there remain 1,000 linear feet of railraadk within the hotel site with uses proposed lhoth

the north and south of the tracks. Changes tamistances include: 1) an increase in projected trai
trips from 14 per day in 2000 to 17 per day culye) a decrease in the maximum site capacity of
183 people from approximately 1,200 people undeiSthrager plan to 1,017 people under the current
proposal, and 3) an increase of approximately bpleewithin the 80’ hazard footprint of the tracks
from 30 people under the approved plan to 42 paapdier the currently proposed project.
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An increase of three trains per day equates taappately 17% more trains trips per day. Because
the probabilities of pedestrians being hit by at(ance every 629 years), vehicles being hit byia
(once every 148 years) and train derailment (omeeye256 years) are low, the additional three grain
per day does not constitute a significant incréasisk (Dudek, op.cit). Moreover, the overall
reduction in site capacity would lower the publeatih and safety risks and the increase in the rumb
of people in the eighty foot hazard footprint byid 2ot considered a substantial increase. Impacts
therefore, associated with the risks to pedestaadsvehicles of being hit by a train and with isks

of a derailment remain substantially the same amaldwnot be more severe under the currently
proposed project as under the approved plan. Merethe proposed project includes several design
measures to further reduce train safety impactesd include: 1) an increase in the distance batwee
the pedestrian crossing and an improved vehicutssig to increase the separation of pedestrians
from other vehicular traffic at railroad crossing$jncreased landscaping and pedestrian paths
directing people to the appropriate crossing, grahdipgrade to the warning system for the pedstri
crossing.

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

The mitigation measures contained in the Hazartaterials/Risk of Upset section of 00-ND-003
would be adequate to mitigate potentially significenpacts from the proposed project. As with the
approved plan, the proposed project’s residual ahaad contribution to cumulative impacts would be
less than significant.

10. LAND USE
IMPACT DISCUSSION

00-ND-003 concluded that the approved plan, agatéd throughout the ND, resulted in no significant
impacts to issues associated with land use. Timently proposed use of the site is substantiallydame
as the approved use with a reduction in keys frait@ 192 and an increase in beach events and
membership in the beach and tennis club. As dty@spact levels associated with issues relatddnd
use are substantially the same as in the apprdsadyith no substantial increase in severity.

The designed style of the currently proposed ptdjewever, differs substantially from that origigal
approved. Specifically, whereas the approved wiaud have retained and renovated the majority of
buildings, including many of the cottages on the, sis well as replacing certain structures incgdne
original conference center, the proposed projeailies the complete demolition of existing site
development and its replacement with new structulesa result, the proposed project includes rsigue
for a number of building height modifications doehe grading. Impacts associated with gradingthed
heights of buildings are discussed in the Aesthdsoal Resource and Geologic Processes sectidhssof
addendum. Additionally, because not all of these& structures are cottages, a discussion of theghio
consistency with Policy LUC-M-1.6, below, is wartedh.

LUC-M-1.6: Improvements to resort visitor-serving hotels shalldesigned to be consistent with the
existing historic “Cottage Type Hotel” traditiondm the early days of Montecito.
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“Cottage Type Hotel” is defined by cottages limitedsix guest rooms each, which are
generally single story in height.

The Miramar hotel, as it existed in 1992 when thenMcito Community Plan was adopted, along with the
Biltmore and the San Ysidro Ranch are the resaitoviserving hotels in Montecito upon which the
existing “Cottage Type Hotel” tradition was basefloth the Biltmore and then Miramar includes both
large structures for congregation (restaurantsfecence rooms, etc.) with attached guestrooms, and
smaller buildings or cottages housing additiona¢sjurooms. Consistent with the historic templdte o
Montecito’s resort visitor serving hotels, the preed project includes both large structures for
congregation (lobby, restaurants, ballroom) witha@tied guest rooms, two-story lanai guest room
buildings and six or fewer key single story cottagectures. Of the total number of 25 structulegoted

to guest rooms, 19 are single story cottages witlbrsfewer roomsand 2 are two story cottages with six
or fewer rooms. Of the total number of 192 keyisaie located in the cottages.

In addition to the above-described general chaiatits which help to define “Cottage Type Hotel”,
during the August 28, 2008 hearing, the MontecitanRing Commission (MPC) further refined the
definition by articulating the following:

A "Cottage-Type" hotel is a collection of one ama tstory-building structures that vary in size and
orientation. Placement and scale of buildings sbdag in a garden type setting with large canopgsre
Site should be pedestrian friendly.

"Cottage-Type" hotel buildings refer to a quainthitectural style and can be California Cottage and
Bungalow or an architectural style reflecting thestbrical regional California coast. Architectural
vernacular should incorporate low-sloped roofs wdhbles and/or hips, residentially scaled plate
heights, overhangs and eaves; casement, double-biufiged windows or French doors with divided
lights, porches and/or trellis; exterior walls ofasonry, plaster, stone an/or wood siding (or other
simulated materials).

The MPC directed the applicant to undergo furthemdcito Board of Architectural Review (MBAR)
with specific direction for the MBAR to ensure thposed project be consistent with the above”Qetta
Type” architectural style. This, together with tingigations contained in the Aesthetics/Visual Reses
section above would act to reduce impacts relatguidject design to less than significant levatsjlar to
the approved plan.

Because the proposed project includes small cattdgedscaping is adequate to screen and bedusify t
property, nearly all parking is underground andhisinlen from public view, and because the MBAR would
ensure the appropriateness of the proposed arthéein relation to the specific direction given the
MPC, the project can be found consistent with tBettage Type Hotel” tradition.

Also important is a discussion of the Montecito rectural Guidelines Section V.B.3.b, “Visitor ogs
facilities shall be compatible in mass, bulk, s@ald design with the residential character of the
surrounding neighborhoods”.
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The Miramar Hotel has existed in situ since the tfrthe 28' century and grew organically over time.
The hotel complex occurs on an approximately 14 Aeachfront property flanked to the south by the
Pacific Ocean and to the north by Highway 101. Oedek occurs along the eastern boundary of the lot
Beyond the creek are lots developed with singldlfaraesidences. The All Saints by the Sea church
complex occurs immediately west of the lot anddesces occur along the south western boundary of
the hotel site and to either side of the oceanfroois along the beach. The approved Schragezqroj
(approved plan) included restoration of the theistelg one and two story Miramar cottages and hotel
rooms with the demolition of the original Conferer@enter and its replacement, in the approximate
same location at the north east portion of the witéh a similarly sized, albeit lower, Banquet Hah

its previous form, the Miramar, while not residahtn character was compatible in mass, bulk, scale
and design with the character of residences sudiagrthe site. The approved project was equally
compatible insofar as it did not stray far from Mgamar hotel complex that had evolved up unt®99
Similar to the approved plan, while different iglst the proposed Caruso project (proposed plan)
includes one story cottages facing existing surdmmresidential development and the modificatitins
provide_onestory hotel rooms adjacent to the Church complexelbkas a large Main building and
Ballroom in the north east portion of the site whtdrere are no immediately adjacent residences.
Oceanfront units would be two stories consistetih Wie massing of existing adjacent beachfront
residences. In addition, the September modificatimave increased the setbacks as compared to the
Schrager Plan in those areas adjacent to the Clntheduced the two story element of the Main
Building in the front setback to one story. Givee broad overall similarities between the proposed
revised plan and the approved plan, there is nstanobal change in respect to the appropriatenesgo
hotel on the site and its inherent compatibilityhathe neighborhood. In sum, impacts associatéu wi
the proposed plan relating to land use would natuiistantially more severe than impacts identified
00-ND-003 associated with the approved plan.

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

The mitigation measures contained in 00-ND-00&rasnded herein, would be adequate to mitigate
potentially significant land use impacts from thhegmosed project. As with the approved plan, the
proposed project’s residual impact and contributeoumulative impacts would be less than
significant.

11. NOISE

IMPACT DISCUSSION

SHORT-TERMIMPACTS TAEXISTINGNOISESENSITIVEUSES

00-ND-003 found that construction related impaotadise sensitive receptors would be potentially
significant. Mitigation measures required under éipproved plan to address short-term construction
noise included limitations on construction hounstfe entire site, specific construction hours for
development near the All Saints by the Sea predchbielding of construction equipment, and
designation of specific construction access routes.
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The proposed project differs from the approved jphaterms of construction noise impacts in that new
construction will take place over essentially thére site, while new construction under the apprbv
plan was limited to guestrooms along South Jamkaar. Sensitive receptors within 1600 feet
associated with the proposed project include resiele to southeast, southwest, immediate west,
immediate east and the All Saints by the Sea chamdhpre-school to the west.

Construction activities under the proposed progeetexpected to take 18 to 23 months to complete
whereas the approved plan was to take 15 monthsst@ation activities potentially impacting the sei
environment include demolition and site preparatisimg heavy equipment such as dozers and front
loaders, interior construction and mechanical eqeipt installation requiring compressors and
generators, and foundation construction/pile dgwising pneumatic drills and cranes. Maximum noise
levels of proposed project construction activii@s50 feet from the noise source) are expectedrige
from 71 dB(A) for an air compressor with noise reidg features to 100 dB(A) for a pile driver. As
discussed iMiramar Hotel and Bungalows Project, Montecito, @a@lnia Noise Study Addendum 1 -
Revision 1 - Pile Driving Oceanfront PropertiEgbruary 22, 2008 Cornelis H. Overweg, P.E., INCE
Senior Acoustician, Dudek, incorporated hereindfgnence, pile driving at the Main Building would
occur over a period of approximately three monfhise nearest sensitive receptors to this constrcti
activity include the All Saints by the Sea Churdld #reschool as well as several residences. These
sensitive receptors are located at a minimum 3060dtstance from the Main Building; as such, noise
from the pile driving at the Main Building is exped to attenuate to a maximum noise level at the
nearest of these sensitive receptors of 85 dBG\nilar to the approved plan, impacts would be
potentially significant but would not be substalfyianore severe than those associated with the
approved plan. Mitigations included in 00-ND-0@8juiring limitations on construction hours for the
entire site, specific construction hours for depetent near the All Saints by the Sea Church and
Preschool, shielding of construction equipment, @esignation of specific construction access rqutes
would be adequate to address short-term noise isif@cmost construction activities. As discussed i
theNoise Study Addendurited above, pile driving at the oceanfront simvould occur, at the closest,
within 6.5 feet of adjacent residences causingenlggels at these residences to reach up to 128)dB(
Approximately one home occurs within 50 feet and twthin 100 feet to the east of the easternmost
oceanfront units and approximately two homes owgtirin 50 feet and four within 100 feet to the west
of the westernmost oceanfront units. Due to geroeratf noise up to 100 dB(A) at 50 feet away from
residences, and greater unmitigated noise generatigesidences closer than 50 feet, consisteht wit
County thresholds, additional mitigation would leguired to ensure that construction noise affecting
residences located within 100 feet from pile drivactivities (required for repairing the seawalllan
boardwalk) would be adequately mitigated. Impleragah of mitigations requiring installation of a
temporary noise barrier, implementation of a nemmitoring program and the provision to offer off-
site accommodation for residents adjacent to timstcoction during maximum noise-generating
activities, would reduce short-term noise impastsoaiated with pile driving to less than significan
levels and impacts from the proposed project wowoldoe substantially more severe than impacts
associated with the approved plan.

LONG-TERMIMPACTS TOHOTELUSERS
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Under the approved plan, the only project compaeansidered to be new noise-sensitive uses were
the new guestrooms along South Jameson Lane. t@$&aa@lready in existence at the time were not
considered as new noise sensitive uses becauseiohistoric presence on the property. Resultsvof
previous noise studies conducted at the projeefeitnd ambient noise levels to be 64-75.8 dB(A).
Construction of a proposed 10 foot tall sound leatlniedgerow was expected to reduce noise impacts to
new guestroom areas to below the 65 dB(A) requirgniherefore, no new significant impacts to hotel
users with respect to exterior noise was expededrasult of implementation of the approved plan.

Calculations performed to estimate noise leveldlfernew cottages under the approved plan fourtd tha
interior noise levels would be approximately 44 ABgfter implementation of mitigation measures
requiring specific noise-reducing construction taghes. Approved conditions also required follow-up
noise measurements taken by an acoustical engmeesure that interior noise within the guestrooms
did not exceed 45 dB(A). Measurements in excesiseodl5 dB(A) standard would have resulted in
requirements for implementation of additional nams@uction measures during construction. In sum,
under the approved plan, noise impacts associatadperation of the hotel were considered
potentially significant but mitigable.

Under the proposed project measurements for neisg@ts/e uses were taken at various points
throughout the project sit&lpise Impact Analysis For The Miramar Hotel And Ballows, Montecito,
County Of Santa Barbara, Californi&€ornelis H. Overweg, P.E., INCE Senior AcousticiBudek,
NOVEMBER 2007 , incorporated herein by referenéjsting noise levels were found to range from
52 to 66 dB(A), slightly over the 65 dB(A) threstiolTheSanta Barbara County Environmental
Thresholdsallow for flexibility in noise thresholds based the circumstances of a particular project. In
this case, reasonable flexibility would allow fott&rior noise levels of 66 dB(A) as an impact tovretel
users on the site of a historically existing hofelditionally, the proposed project would include
construction of 10 foot tall sound wall along theug Jameson Lane frontage which is expected to
reduce noise impacts below existing levels. Theegfioo new significant impacts to hotel users with
respect to exterior noise are expected as a refspibject implementation and impacts associated wi
the proposed project in this regard are not subatBrmore severe than impacts associated with the
approved plan.

Calculations performed to estimate noise leveléw structures under the proposed project fouat th
interior noise levels would be approximately 32 ABgfter implementation of mitigation measures
requiring specific noise-reducing construction teghes. Mitigation measures taken from 00-ND-003
would also include follow-up noise measurementgnaky an acoustical engineer to ensure that imterio
noise does not exceed 45 dB(A). Measurements iessxaf the 45 dB(A) standard would result in
requirements for implementation of additional naséuction measures during construction.

LONG-TERMIMPACTS TCBURROUNDINGSENSITIVERECEPTORS
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Long-term impacts to surrounding sensitive receptocluding nearby residences and the All Saiptthé
Sea Church and Pre-school were expected to bthEssignificant under the approved plan, althaugh
was recommended that noise from beach events armbtth bar be minimized through limitations on the
hours and size of events. Additionally, the appdopian mitigation measures prohibited amplifiedrsbu

at outdoor events and required that amplified mesianating from the beach bar not be audible eftsit
on the sandy beach below the bar. Residencesofdtie Miramar and Highway 101 are beyond the
County’s 1,600-foot limit for evaluating noise ingbs, however, concerns expressed by neighbors about
possible reflection of freeway noise by the propassund wall resulted in investigation of soundeictfon
under the approved plan. Noise reflection was fdormesult in an approximately 1.1 dB(A) increase t
property on the north side of the freeway. Thiglef increase is generally not audible to the huesr

and therefore was not considered a significant anpa

Under the proposed project, non-amplified muse @uitars, small string trios or quartets, et@yid

occur on the beach during a limited number of beagmts throughout the year. Background noisedevel
from non-amplified music and human voices duringdbeevents are expected to be nomiNaige Study
Addendum-Special Events-Impact Analysis updateek, March 21, 2008, incorporated herein by
reference). The proposed project does not includegwaest for amplified music at outdoor eventshat
pool areas nor at the beach bar.As under the apgan, the sound wall proposed under the proposed
project is expected to result in an approximatelydB(A) increase to property on the north sidéhef
freeway. This level of increase is generally natible to the human ear in field conditiofgtfNek
Acoustical Analysis for the Miramar Resort Hptdbvember 7, 1999, incorporated herein by refesenc
and therefore is not considered a significant imp&As a result, impacts to sensitive receptoratket

north of the property from reflected highway noigauld not be substantially more severe than impacts
associated with the approved plan.

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

The mitigation measures contained in the Noisd@ecf 00-ND-003, including as revised below,
would be adequate to mitigate potentially significenpacts associated with noise from the proposed
project. In addition, the following additional ng&tion measures are proposed to further minimize
impacts. As with the approved plan, the proposegept’s residual impact and contribution to
cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Noise-5 Construction routes shall be limited to tBolameson Lane. The applicant shall provide all
adjacent residents and All Saints by the Sea chamdhpre-school and Permit Compliance with
a construction activity schedule and constructautes seven days in advance of construction
activities. Any alterations or additions shall requseven-day prior notificationPlan
Requirements and Timing: The applicant shall submit a copy of the actidthedule and
mailing list to P&D at least seven days prior ti@tion of any earth movement.

MONITORING : Permit Compliance shall perform periodic site pedtions to verify
compliance with activity schedules and shall respimncomplaints.
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Noise-6 All construction techniques, recommendhatiand construction assumptions (eegterior wall
materials, roof, window, and door materials, gbcesented in the Dudek Associates’
November 2007 acoustical analyses regarding thaogem project shall be incorporated into
the project design to reduce exterior noise toetow 65 dBA CNEL and interior noise of new
structures to or below 45 dBA CNEIRPlan Requirements and Timing: Construction
techniques and recommendations of the noise shallylse incorporated into the project
design and detailed on building plans. P&D shaltify plans include these requirements prior
to issuance of any Coastal Development Permitgriaing.

MONITORING : Building inspectors shall ensure that all noisatml measures have been
implemented according to approved plans.

Noise-9 During pile-driving activities a temporagyund wall shall be erected between pile driving
activities and adjacent noise-sensitive recepimporary sound wall construction
parameters presented in the Dudek Associates’ MatcB008 Noise Study Addendum
regarding pile driving activities shall be incorpted into the wall design.

MONITORING: Building inspectors shall ensure that the souatl mas been constructed
according to parameters presented in the Dudekcfetses’ March 14, 2008 Noise Study
Addendum.

Noise-10 Off-site accommodation for residents ioxmity to pile driving shall be provided during
maximum noise-generating pile driving activities gaexceeding 95 dB(A) at the source). The
applicant shall work with neighbors to identifyiaé when pile-driving activities would cause
minimal disruption. The applicant shall notify msnts of properties located within 100 feet of
pile driving activities a minimum of 14 days priorthe commencement of activities. The
applicant shall provide a notice to residents withd0 feet of pile driving activities that off-
site accommodation will be provided during maximooise-generating pile driving activities
and shall provide accommodation as requefkth Requirements and Timing:A copy of
the resident notice shall be provided to P&D. Negtishall include specific written notification
of the responsible name, location, and telephomebeu of the individual responsible for
coordinating accommodations.

MONITORING: Permit compliance shall document and review estand shall respond to
complaints.

Noise-11 The contractor shall develop and implenagdbise Compliance Enforcement Program and
Public Information and Complaint Response Procedasepresented in the Dudek Associates’
March 14, 2008 noise study addendiffan Requirements and Timing:A copy of thePublic
Information and Complaint Response Procedures bagirovided to P&D for review prior to
grading and construction. The name and telephondauof the Noise Compliance
Enforcement monitor shall be provided to P&D ptimigrading and construction.
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MONITORING : Permit compliance shall document receipt ofgrecedures and the name
and telephone number of the compliance enforcemenitor.

12. PUBLIC FACILITIES

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING UPDATE

Santa Barbara County generates in excess of 20080f solid waste per day. As of 2005, 63% of all
solid waste generated in the County of Santa Banvass diverted for recycling or re-use (as cedify

the California Integrated Waste Management Bo&dunty waste characterization studies estimate that
implementation of a source reduction and recygtiragram could reduce the total volume of waste
generated by new development projects by approri;n&0% (Santa Barbara County Environmental
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, 2006).

IMPACT DISCUSSION

Implementation of the approved plan was not exgetdeadversely affect police, health care or school
services, nor was the approved plan expected tdt iaghe need for new or altered sewer system
facilities. The proposed project would operatesseatially the same occupancy and employment levels
of the approved plan. Implementation of the progge®ject is not expected to result in a significan
increase in demand for police or health care sesviz add students to the Unified School District
beyond County student-generation thresholds andehémpacts would not be substantially more
severe.

Unlike the approved plan, the proposed projecuiget a new sanitary lift station. Pursuant to the
Montecito Sanitary District October 2, 2008 leftexwhich they confirmed the District’s ability tes/e
the proposed project, the applicant would be regluio provide the District with a “Dedication
Agreement for Sewer facilities” to ensure consiarcbf the lift station, engineered plans for all
required sewage collection system elements andgpeopriate connection fees prior to issuance of
building permits. Construction impacts associatétl infrastructure improvements would be mitigated
to less than significant levelss per the construction impact mitigation measimasded in 00-ND-003.
Construction impacts associated with infrastrieiorprovements would be mitigated as per the
construction impact mitigation measures include@dAND-003 and hence, impacts would not be
substantially more severe.

With an expected waste generation of approximdt®&6,5 tons of solid waste per year following
implementation of an effective source reduction gaycling program, the approved plan was below the
County’s 196 tons per year significance threshaoldl \@as not expected to generate any significant
project-specific solid waste impacts. Similarlyfwimplementation of an effective source reduction
and recycling program the proposed project is etgoeto generate approximately 186.4 tons of solid
waste per yeaPublic Services Analysis, Miramar Hotel And BungadrojectPrepared by: Jane

Gray, Dudek November 7, 2007 Updated January 2Gfifatéd February 2008 Updated February 27,
2008 Updated March 11, 2008 Updated March 14, 20@8yporated herein by reference). This is
slightly more (approximately 29.9 tons/year) wabtn that generated by the approved plan yetiills
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below the significance threshold of 196 tons/yeBnerefore impacts from the proposed project would
not be substantially more severe than impacts agsdowith the approved plan.

Generation of waste during construction would appnate 1,487.5 tons of solid waste. Currently ¢her
are no construction and demolition thresholds grificance, hence impacts would be less than
significant. However, thresholds are being progdseaddress projects which generate over 350dbns
solid waste during construction. Mitigation foefe projects constitutes development of a Solidt&Vas
Management Plan. The proposed project descriptidudes development of a Solid Waste
Management Plan for construction which would eftety divert 98.5% of the construction waste
generated from entering County landfills. This SWMould satisfy imminent County requirements.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

With implementation of mitigation measures, therappd plan was expected to generate 112.9
tons/year less than the previously existing hdteérefore, regional cumulative solid waste impacts
were considered less than significant. With impletagon of mitigation measures the proposed project
is expected to generate only 29.9 tons/year mane tie approved plan. Therefore cumulative impact
levels are substantially the same in associatidh the proposed plan as with the approved plan.

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

The mitigation measures contained in the Publidliias section of 00-ND-003 would be adequate to
mitigate potentially significant public facility ipacts from the proposed project. The recommended
mitigation below would further reduce impacts. Wish the approved plan, the proposed project’s
residual impact and contribution to cumulative ircigavould be less than significant.

PUB—4 The proposed SWMP shall be developed in adgmtwith County of Santa Barbara Public
Works Solid Waste staff. Plan Requirements andiigm SWMP shall be developed and
approved by P&D and PW prior to issuance of follmwlLand Use Permits.

MONITORING : County staff shall ensure receipt of approved\iRVv

13. RECREATION

IMPACT DISCUSSION

00-ND-003 found no significant impacts to recreagiliresources associated with the approved plan.
Similarly, as discussed below, the proposed preyectid not result in substantially more severe iotpa
than those identified in association with the appdbplan.

The proposed project mirrors elements of the agarlan, i.e., elimination of No Trespassing signs,
commitment to the existing lateral public acceser®ent across Miramar beach, provision of public
access through the hotel site to the beach, caastets signage directing the public to the béadugh
the project site and encouraging public use oagettotel facilities. The currently proposed pobjdiffers
from the approved plan insofar as it includes aestifor the County to abandon the north-south sagm
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of Miramar Avenue to allow uninterrupted pedestaaness throughout the Miramar property.
Abandonment of Miramar Avenue would result in thenmation of existing public parking (24 spaces)
and public access provided by Miramar Avenue.

While the approved plan maintained the status gquespect to public parking along Miramar Aventie, i
provided no public parking on site and assumed s of 47 of the 48 existingublic parking spaces
along South Jameson Lane and would add 10 spadegoaiyptus Lane adjacent to the Spa Building. The
proposed project includes new parking stalls sadiy dedicated to public use and not to hotelsgisie
which approximately recoup the loss of parking glbfiramar Avenue resulting in no significant impact
to public parking in the area and no substant@iease in the severity of impacts attributed tcaghygroved
plan. The proposed project’s parking plan inctudew spaces located along Eucalyptus Lane adjaxent
the proposed spa (10 spaces) and along South Jaireas® at the eastern end of the project site (13
spaces) in proximity to the Posilipo Lane beaclessc Additionally, the project assumes that the
reconfigured public spaces along South Jameson baae its intersection with Eucalyptus Lane, would
be used exclusively by the public and not by thelhsiaff or its guests (45 spaces). Recommended
mitigation requiring a parking monitoring plan wdwnsure the successful dedication of these spaces
the public.

In perpetuating the status quo of Miramar Avenlie approved plan did not affect public access tjtrou
the Miramar Hotel site and impacts were considedaignificant. The proposed project includes
informally rerouting public pedestrian access tigiothe hotel site in a curvilinear alignment juesssteof

the existing Miramar Avenue right of way to be aadieéd to the County as a formal easement. Wtele th
proposed project commitment to allow access woutdyate for the loss of the public right of way,
recommended mitigation below would require recootiadf a public easement across the proposed new
path through the site connecting to the laterath@&cess to retain the public’s right of access in
perpetuity. The approved plan included a publagsérian access link to the beach along a promenade
centrally located on the site. The proposed pta@tudes an informal public pedestrian accedsttinthe
beach along an existing private access easemeetbon the eastern portion of the site. Recondatia
public easement as proposed across this propoiedapaecommended below, would improve upon the
plan in that it would provide a new public pedestrcoastal access from South Jameson Lane aceoss th
site and to the beach. Hence, the proposed projegiacts to public access remain not significant.

The approved plan included a signage program cemgrthree signs. The proposed project includes
development of a comprehensive signage plan thaldwatearly mark public routes to the beach bobinfr
public parking areas and through the site. Thag@m would improve upon the approved plan.
Recommended mitigation measure below requiring Pé&iew and approval of the signage program
would ensure adequacy of the signage plan.

The approved plan included a total of 12 weddirggsypar on the beach, lasting a total of 30 minaites
limited to a total of 50 people each. Impactsubli recreation associated with the beach eveass w
considered not significant. The proposed prajemild include a total of 30 events (inclusive of bat
restricted to weddings), lasting a total of onertamd limited to a total of 100 people each. Beeguublic
lateral access across the beach, consistent witbréexisting recorded property easement language
(Recorded October 28, 1975, Book 2591, page 61a)|dabe maintained throughout any event,
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intensification of the exclusive hotel use of thizrgte portion of the beach would have no significa
impact on public recreational use of the beachimpacts would remain not significant.

Both the approved plan and the proposed projectugage public use of the site. The proposed projec
improves upon the approved plan in this regardutdfingroviding public showers and restrooms adjacent
to the boardwalk for use by the public.

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

The Recreation section of 00-ND-003 found thateheere no significant impacts to recreational
resources and hence included no mitigation. Theviong recommended mitigations would ensure the
public’s right of passage through the site is named. As with the approved plan, the proposed
project’s residual impact and contribution to cuative impacts would be less than significant.

1. Access to the Miramar Hotel's visitor serving eamties (restaurant, spa, beach bar, and the
beach) shall be open and non-exclusive down td#seh.Plan Requirements and Timing:
Prior to approval of the first occupancy clearafmethe renovated hotel, the applicant shall

remove all existing “No Trespassing...”, “Private peay...” and “Public Rights on Miramar
Beach...” signs located throughout the site, andl@stified on the Overall Signage and Lighting
Plan

MONITORING: P&D shall perform a walk-through the hotel grosirtd verify conformance
with the approved Overall Signage and Lighting Plaior to signing off on occupancy
clearance. Permit Compliance shall respond to caimisl regarding restricted access through the

property.

2 Public pedestrian access easements shall belegdortwo alignments across the Miramar site:
from South Jameson along the fire lane in the wggtertion of the site to the remaining Miramar
Avenue right of way; and from South Jameson Laloagathe private access roadway running
through the site between the Main Building andBh#room, to the boardwalk and thence to the
beach.Plan Requirements and Timing: Easements, subject to review and approval by goun
Counsel, shall be recorded concurrent with the §imacation of the north south segment of
Miramar Avenue.

Monitoring : P&D staff shall ensure recordation of the easeme

3 The applicant shall develop protocol for informimgtel guests and staff that street parking is for
the public specifically to ensure that hotel guesid staff do not use the public parking spaces.
Plan Requirements and Timing Protocol shall be developed and presented to P&ixitten
form for review and approval prior to issuance ahtd Use Permitdonitoring : P&D staff
shall ensure receipt of the protocol document.

4. The applicant shall submit their proposed signdae marking public routes through the site to the
beach to P&D for review and approv&tlan Requirements and Timing: Signage plan shall be
provided to P&D and reviewed and approved priagproval of Land Use Permits.

Monitoring : P&D shall ensure receipt of plan.



Attachment B, 15164 letter
September 25, 2008
Page 41 of 68

5. The applicant shall be responsible for monitoriag af parking spaces along Eucalyptus Lane and
South Jameson Lane to ensure that spaces remdabbe/ the public and are not used by hotel
guests or employees. Monitoring shall occur onkerd days throughout the year, during the
week in the summer months (June 15 — Septembemtsdn all special event days. Monitoring
report shall be submitted to the County annuatiyifthe date of final occupancy clearance and
thereafter.Plan Requirements and Timing: applicant shall submit plan for review and appiov
prior to approval of land use permitslonitoring : The County shall receive and file annual
reports.

14. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

IMPACT DISCUSSION

TRAFFIC. CONSTRUCTION

Under the approved plan, a total of 4,000 cy ofwas proposed to be exported from the site, riegult
in a total of 375 to 400 roundtrip truck trips oet2-week period. Impacts to circulation were
considered potentially significant and mitigablénder the proposed project, a total of 10,000 csoulf
is proposed to be imported to the site which waaklilt in a total of 1,000 roundtrip truck tripseo\a
haul period of 12 to 21 days. In addition, undher approved plan, there would have been other trips
associated with delivery of materials over theltb&month construction period, and under the
proposed project, these would also occur over ao 22 month construction period. Finally, undes t
approved plan, a total of 125 construction workeosild have been required, whereas under the
proposed project, a total of 250 construction wskeould be requiredSite Access, Circulation and
Parking Evaluation for the Miramar Hotel and Bungals Project ATE (Scott Schell) March 11, 2008
incorporated herein by reference.

The proposed construction routes for trucks as agefbr employees is as follows below:

From U.S. Highway 101 to Miramar

Proposed Northbound Truck Route

Travel northbound on U.S. Highway 101.

Exit San Ysidro off-ramp.

Turn left (south) at the top of the off-ramp ontnSr'sidro Road.

Turn left (east) onto South Jameson Lane.

Entrances to the Miramar site are located on $eftith side of South Jameson Lane) as follows:
Entrance onto site via vacated Miramar Avenue.
Entrance onto site via Private Road.

abrowbdpE

Proposed Southbound Truck Route

1. Travel southbound on U.S. Highway 101.

2. Exit San Ysidro off-ramp.

3. Advance straight at top of off-ramp onto South Jsonelane.
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4. Entrances to the Miramar site are located on $eftith side of South Jameson Lane) as follows:
Entrance onto site via vacated Miramar Avenue.
Entrance onto site via Private Road.

From Miramar to US 101

Proposed Northbound Truck Route

1. Exit the site via vacated Miramar Avenue or privaiad by turning left (west) onto South Jameson
Lane.

2. Turn right (north) onto San Ysidro Road.

3. Cross the US 101 bridge.

4. At the stop sign, turn left (west) onto the northibd on-ramp.

Proposed Southbound Truck Route

1. Exit the site via vacated Miramar Avenue or privatad.
2. Turn right (east) onto South Jameson Lane.

3. Head straight to southbound on-ramp to US 101.

The proposed project would generate more construttaffic on area roadways than the approved plan,
in terms of truck trips and trips by constructioarkers, and would involve a more intense hauling
period with 1,000 truck trips generated over a mmche concentrated time period of 12 to 21 days
ATE report, op. cit.. As with the approved plampacts would be significant, however, implementatio
of mitigation measures 1 and 2 in the Transpomé@aculation section of the00-ND-003 would be
adequate to reduce these impacts to less thariiczgtilevels. As a result, residual impacts woudd

be substantially more severe than those assoaatiedhe approved plan.

TRAFFICOPERATIONS

As discussed below, 00-ND-003 found that impactréa roadways associated with traffic generated
by the approved plan were not significant and siryi| impacts to area roadways associated with the
proposed plan would not be significant.

The County’'s Environmental Thresholds and Guidslifanual and the Montecito Community Plan
provide significance thresholds for evaluatingftcaimpacts. Traffic generated by a proposed ptoje
would create significant impacts if it substantialegraded the level of service along roadwaysand/
intersections. A significant impact would resutieve a project adds traffic to an intersection gheh
the volume-to-capacity ratio is increased or thenber of trips is increased, as described below:

Existing LOS Increase in volume-to-capacity ratio greater than:

A 0.20
B 0.15
C 0.10

Or the addition of:
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D 15 trips
E 10 trips
F 5 trips

Under the approved plan, A.M. and P.M. peak haaffit volumes for the major intersections near the
Miramar Hotel were derived from traffic counts coanted by ATE in November of 1998 (ATE 1999),
and are reported in Table 14-1 below. In Aprik6D8, Caltrans updated the traffic counts for the S
Ysidro Road/U.S. Highway interchange as reportetiable 14-1 below as well (ATE 2008, op. cit.).

Table 14-1
Levels of Service at Miramar Intersections
Intersection| Control | A.M. P.M.
Approved | Proposed| Approved | Proposed | Approved | Proposed| Approved | Proposed
Plan Project Plan Project Plan Project Plan Plan
Delay* Delay* | LOS LOS Delay* Delay* | LOS LOS
San Ysidro | 4-way | 29.9 D 8.6 B
Road/North| stop 31.5 D 25.2 D
Jameson
Lane
San Ysidro | 1-way | 10.1 C 5.0 A
Road/U.S. | stop 12.3 B 11.3 B
Highway
101 NB
Ramps
San Ysidro| 1-way | >60 F 0.6 A
Road/U.S. | stop 25.1 D 15.7 C
Highway
101 SB
Ramps

Notes:LOS based on average delay per vehicle in secondgguant to HCM 2000. Source: Caltrans 2008 data
*Average delay per vehicle in seconds

ND = no new data were collected for this intersecti

LOS = level of service

NB = Northbound

SB = Southbound

In ATE 1999, the LOS D during the A.M. peak hour tiee San Ysidro Road/North Jameson Lane was
centered between 7:55 and 8:25 A.M., and was detedo be related to arrivals and departureseat th
three schools present in the corridor (Howard, €rand Montecito Union), as well as the commute
trips which enter and exit the Montecito area & morning. In addition, the operation of the San
Ysidro/U.S. Highway 101 Southbound Ramps was atterchined to be significantly influenced by the
San Ysidro Road/North Jameson Lane intersectiommnglthe peak A.M. period, queues of northbound
vehicles back up across the freeway bridge andkhloe U.S. 101 southbound off-ramp so that vehicles
wishing to turn left from the ramp are significandelayed.

In ATE 1999, ATE 2008 (op cit) and updated in ATHgAist 27, 2008, trip generation data from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITH)p Generationmanual were used to estimate the number of
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trips that would be generated under the approvaa @hd under the proposed project, respectivedy (se
Table 14-2 below).

Table 14-2
Trip Generation
Land Use Size Average Daily A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
Rate | Trips Rate | Trips Rate | Trips
Approved Plan
Hotel 213 Rooms| 8.92 1,900 0.67 143 0.70 149
Complex
Beach Club| 140 2.00 64 0.05 3 0.11 7
Members x
23% =32
Members
Spa 10 New | 2.00 20 0.05 1 0.1% 2
Guests
Employee | 4 Units 6.63 27 0.51 2 0.62 2
Units
Total 2,011 149 160
Proposed Plan
Hotel 192 Rooms| 8.92 1,713 0.67 129 0.70 134
Complex
Beach Club| 300 2.00 138 0.05 7 0.1% 15
Members x
23% = 69
Members
Spa 15 New | 2.00 30 0.05 2 0.1% 3
Guests
Employee | 4 Units 6.63 27 0.51 2 0.62 2
Units
Total 1,908 140 154
Net Change) -103 -9 -6
Note:

1  The trip generation analysis completed for thedase in beach club members was developed basedaikuay
membership utilization data collected at the C@aino Beach Club located at the nearby BiltmoreeHATE 2008).

Under the approved plan, the project would haveedddtotal of 34 ADT (average daily trips) and 3
PHT (peak hour trips) to area roadways (ATE 1999der the proposed project, a total of 103 fewer
ADT would be generated than under the approved pladh 6 fewer PHTs (P.M.) than under the
approved plan. Under the approved plan, ATE datexchhow the average daily A.M. and P.M. peak
hour trips that would be generated by the projemtldl be distributed on area roadways in the Motdeci
area based on the percentages shown in Table &® BATE 1999). The percentages are “based on
travel patterns observed in the study area [atitie of the traffic counts] as well as a considerabf
retail, employment, and recreational opportuniitiethe Montecito/Santa Barbara area.” Trips geeera
by the proposed project are also extrapolated ubmgame percentages in the table below.
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Table 14-3

Project Trip Assignments

Route Direction Percent Approved Plan Proposed Project
ADT PHT ADT PHT
To U.S. Northbound 45% 15 1
Highway 101 -46 -3
To U.S. Southbound 35% 12 1
Highway 101 -36 -2
Along San North 20% 7 1
Ysidro Road -21 -1
Total 34 3
-103 -6

According to Will Robertson (verbal discussion WD staff, September 16, 2008), the County’s
traffic engineer, the reduction of 6 PHTs wouldutesh a decrease in the volume-to-capacity ratemw
compared to the approved plan, and therefore woatdrigger a significant impact on the interseatio
of San Ysidro Road/U.S. Highway 101 Southboundafifp/Eucalyptus Lane.

New traffic counts were conducted (April of 2008 ®XLTRANS and used by ATE in their August 27,
2008 update of the project’s traffic analysis) thoe other intersections that were studied under the
approved plan (i.e., San Ysidro Road/U.S. Highw@y Mlorthbound On- and Off-ramps and San Ysidro
Road/North Jameson Lane). The intersections veened to be operating at LOS B through LOS D and
the reduction of trips to these intersections wontdementally improve overall traffic condition$en
compared to the approved plan. Therefore, the gegproject would have a less than significant
impact on these intersections as well.

PARKING CONSTRUCTION

00-ND-003 found that parking impacts associateth witnstruction could be mitigated to less than
significance. As discussed under Traffic above,gtoposed project would double the number of
construction workers onsite, which could signifitgimmpact parking in the area if construction werk
were allowed to park on area roadways. Howevdrigation measure number 2 in the
Transportation/Circulation section of the 00-ND-@@8tricts construction workers from parking on
public roadways. Therefore, this mitigation measuould be adequate to bring this potentially
significant impact to less than significant levafgl impacts associated with the proposed projeatdvo
not be substantially more severe than impacts agsdowith the approved plan.

PARKINGOPERATIONS

00-ND-003 found that operational impacts associatill parking for the approved plan would be less
than significant. Similarly, as discussed belopemtional impacts associated with parking for the
proposed plan would be less than significant. iRgrdemands for the approved plan as well as #r th
proposed project were estimated by ATE using Utkand Institute’s (ULI) parking demand rates for
individual hotel components as shown in shown ibl@s14-4 and 14-5. The peak demands shown in
Tables 14-4 and 14-5 are not additive becausewttiegccur at different times of the day. Therefor
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Tables 14-4 and 14-5 provide the “worst-case se@hdaytime and evening peak parking demand for
the approved plan and the proposed project, raspgct

Table 14-4
Peak Parking Demands (Weekend) for Individual Uses
Use Approved Plan Proposed Project
(ATE 1999) (ATE 2008)
Size Parking Rate Peak Size Parking Rate | Peak
Demand Demand
Hotel Guests| 213 hotel | 1.0 space/room| 213 192 hotel | 1.0 space/room 192
rooms rooms
Hotel Included in Hotel Guest Nos. (a) 102 0.18
Employees employees(b) spaces/room | 34
Fine Dining | 5,500 SF 10 spaces/1,0005 4,740 SF 10 47
Restaurant SF spaces/1,000
SF
Family Style | Included in Fine Dine Nos. 1,221 SF 7.5 9
Restaurant spaces/1,000
SF
Beachand | 140 0.5 70 300 members 0.3 90
Tennis Club | members spaces/member spaces/membe
r
Spa 10 public 5 visitor spaces| 5 15 public | 0.3 5
visitors visitors spaces/visitor
Banquet 500 person | 0.35 175 300 person | 0.35 105
Facilities (c) | peak event | spaces/guest average size | spaces/guest
event
600 person | 0.35 210 600 person | 0.35 210
special event] spaces/guest special event| spaces/guest

Notes:

(a) Estimated hotel parking demands include spaempsred for on-site employee apartment units.

(b) Urban Land Institute (ULI) calculates employsamands based on the number of rooms providedr(i®fs X 0.18 =
employee spaces).

(c) Banquet demands assume 30% of guests ara@ffilivith the hotel and assumes an average veitclgancy of 2
people per vehicle.

Table 14-5
Peak Parking Demand — 600 Person Special Event
| Use | Approved Plan | Proposed Project
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(ATE 1999) (ATE 2008)
Size Peak Peak Size Peak Peak
Afternoon Evening Afternoon Evening
Demand Demand Demand Demand
(4 pm) (9 pm) (4 pm) (6 pm)
Hotel Guests| 213 hotel | 128 202 192 hotel 144 163
rooms rooms
Hotel Included in Hotel Guest Nos. (a) 100
Employees employees(b) 31 14
Fine Dining | 5,500 SF 33 55 4,740 SF 21 43
Restaurant
Family Style | Included in Fine Dine Nos. 1,221 SF 4 6
Restaurant
Beach and | 140 51 8 300 members 86 46
Tennis Club | members
Spa 10 public 5 0 15 public 4 1
visitors visitors
Banquet 600 person | 210 210 600 person | 210 210
Facilities (c) | special event special event
Total 427 475
500 483

Under the approved plan, 416 parking spaces wdre fwovided onsite plus 28 overflow spaces could
be provided on the tennis courts (for a total of 4gaces total); leaving them short of their aptitad
peak demand (originally the previous owner propdsezbunt an additional 44 public spaces along
South Jameson Lane towards their hotel use but eésaiowed to do this by the Montecito Planning
Commission) (see the Montecito Planning Commissiaation letter from their July 1, 2002 hearing on
an amendment to the approved plan). Addition&ltyunty parking ordinance required 599 parking
spaces for the hotel uses, leaving them 183 syshces (not counting the overflow parking). A
modification to the County’s parking ordinance wgaanted by the County for the approved plan.

Under the proposed project, 551 parking spacesauoelprovided onsite for hotel use plus the 28
overflow spaces that could be provided on the goaurts. The amount of onsite parking would
exceed the anticipated peak demand for the siteewrer, County parking ordinance requires a total of
639 onsite parking spaces for the hotel uses (sgegb description), leaving them 88 spaces short.
Therefore, the applicant seeks a modification €&oQounty’s parking ordinance for the proposed ptoje
as well.

Given that the number of parking spaces providesitemnder the proposed project would meet their
anticipated peak demand and given that the projeatd be short 88 spaces as opposed to 183 spaces
under the approved plan, the proposed project wioale less than significant impacts on parking for
hotel uses and impacts would not be substantiadigersevere than under the approved plan.

CIRCULATION CONSTRUCTION
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The County has no thresholds of significance forstauction traffic. As discussed in Traffic abotie
proposed project would result in a larger numberwfk trips (approximately 600 over and above the
approved project) and construction worker tripsacga roadways, resulting in potentially significant
impacts on circulation in the area. However, nostauction traffic is proposed up or down Eucalgptu
Lane. In addition, mitigation measure number thef Transportation/Circulation section of the 00-ND
003 restricts construction traffic to non-peak pési and mitigation number 2, as modified below,
requires traffic control monitors whenever and velver heavy construction equipment is traversing
and/or operating on or near South Jameson LaneYS§dro Road, the north-south segment of Miramar
Avenue, and Posilipo Lane. Finally, the applicarkbe required to obtain a haul permit from the
County Roads Division prior to issuance of land peenits, where County Roads will require the
applicant to pay for any damages to area roadsedausonstruction. Therefore, potentially sigrafi¢
impacts would be reduced to less than significavels and impacts would not be substantially more
severe than those associated with the approved plan

CIRCULATION OPERATIONS

Abandonment of the North-South Segment of Miramague

Under the proposed project, the County would abarikde north-south segment of Miramar Avenue.
No parcels exit to this segment of Miramar Averexgept for the Miramar Hotel itself, however, area
residents and beachgoers travel up and down thmesa to get to and from Eucalyptus Lane, the east-
west segment of Miramar Avenue, and South Jameana.LAll of the traffic along this segment of
Miramar Avenue is anticipated to travel up and dd&mwucalyptus Lane and the east-west segment of
Miramar Avenue from South Jameson Lane, rather thaking a loop along the north-south segment of
Miramar Avenue to get back to South Jameson Lane.

ATE collected 24-hour roadway traffic count dataMinamar Avenue in July 2007 to determine the
average daily traffic (ADT) that would be divertg®lTE 2008). Miramar Avenue carries 74 ADT on
weekdays and 107 ADT on weekends, with an averb8drgps during the A.M. peak hour and 7 trips
during the P.M. peak hour. According to ATE (2QG8se volumes are relatively low and would not
measurably affect traffic flows on Eucalyptus Lafiderefore, diversion of traffic would have a less
than significant impact on circulation in the area.

Eucalyptus Lane-San Ysidro Road/U.S. Highway 10&arhp-South Jameson Lane Intersection

ATE (2008) also conducted A.M. and P.M. peak tugmmovement counts at Eucalyptus Lane-San
Ysidro/U.S. Highway 101 Southbound off-ramp-Sowméson Lane intersection. The intersection is
controlled by stop signs on the U.S. Highway 10ltBbound off-ramp and South Jameson Lane
approaches, however, the Eucalyptus Lane and SdnoYRoad approaches are uncontrolled (free
flow). ATE observed that there is some confusiath wrivers exiting the off-ramp who were unsure of
who had the right-of-way. Some drivers were obserstopping at the Eucalyptus Lane approaches
which are not controlled by stop signs. The sdjstance for vehicles stopped at the westboundiSout
Jameson Lane approach looking south on Eucalynos ks also somewhat constrained. Based on
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these field observations, ATE recommends that then€ install all-way stop signs to eliminate
confusion. However, the proposed project is ntitgrated to significantly affect this issue.

South Jameson Lane/Hotel Driveway Intersection

Levels of service were calculated for the hotelelniay intersection with South Jameson Lane based on
trip generation rates developed for the hotel {S@#e 14-1) and the existing traffic counts conddain
South Jameson Lane (ATE 2008). ATE determinedttieproposed entrance driveway would operate
at an LOS A during both morning and afternoon peatkods with existing + project volumes.

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Caltrans is currently planning the South CoastH@h Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) project on Highway
101 near the Miramar property, where Caltransappsing to add an HOV lane in each direction from
Sycamore Creek in the City of Santa Barbara sauth44 mile south of the Carpinteria Creek Bridge |
the City of Carpinteria (Chris Schaeffer, Caltrénstrict 5 Development Review, pers. comm. March
21, 2008). Development of the initial design angparation of environmental studies for this projec
have recently been initiated and release of thi# enironmental document is currently schedulead fo
spring 2011. A range of alternatives is being aered, however alternatives that would require
significant changes to the frontage roads and edjgaroperties in the area of the Miramar Hotel are
expected to be “considered but rejected” due tdipleway right of way limitations in this corridor
(Chris Schaeffer, Caltrans District 5 Developmeaview, pers. comm. March 21, 2008). Caltrans
anticipates that most of the viable and feasilileriahtives would focus on widening the 101 “to the
middle” or toward the existing median in constraihecations. Some overpass and ramp improvements
are anticipated throughout the project limits.

Construction of the proposed project is targete®610 and expected to take 22 months to complete,
which is likely not going to overlap with CaltrarSbuth Coast 101 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)
project. In addition, because Caltrans’ projectildanot likely affect South Jameson or the Miramar
property itself, encroachment into the road rightvay for South Jameson Lane is not anticipated to
affect the Caltrans project or County roads. Hyndhe proposed project is not anticipated to
significantly impact the Highway 101 off-ramps or-camps to San Ysidro Road, however, Caltrans’
potential improvements to the overpass and rampsdamprove site conditions. Therefore, the
proposed project is not anticipated to have a danable contribution to these new cumulative imgact
on transportation/circulation.

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

The mitigation measures contained in the TransporiCirculation section of 00-ND-003 would be
adequate to mitigate potentially significant trasrs@ation/circulation impacts associated with the
proposed project. This includes the mitigation mieasequiring all workers’ vehicles, construction
equipment, and/or delivery trucks to park on-sitd aot on public roadways, including South Jameson
Lane, which is not identified in the proposed pcogescription but shall remain as required unkisr t
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existing mitigation measure. Mitigation Measure Rdas been modified below to match the proposed
construction routes associated with the proposegqr As with the approved plan, the proposed
project’s residual impact and contribution to cuative impacts would be less than significant.

2.

The applicant shall ensure that a traffic cdntronitor (flag person) is posted on public roadsvay
as needed during constructioBlan Requirements: The monitor(s) shall direct traffic whenever
heavy construction equipment is traversing andgerating on or near South Jameson Lane, San
Ysidro Road, north-south segment of Miramar Averaug] Posilipo Lane, and any other time(s)
and location(s) warranted to ensure public saf€tgning: The traffic monitor shall be posted
throughout the demolition and construction peri@snecessary.

MONITORING: Permit Compliance shall spot check during denaoliand construction to verify

traffic monitor(s) present as needed. The applisalesignee and Public Works, Roads Division shall
respond to complaints.

3.

A Final Miramar Parking Plan shall be providéde Final Plan shall include all elements of thafDr
Plan and shall also provide for a designated traffordinator, examples of notices to inform guests
parking procedures and locations, parking signageyverall site parking exhibit and an exhibit
indicating where additional on-site parking coudddeveloped. The Final Miramar Parking Plan shall
be implemented as approved. Additionally, the aapii shall prepare annual compliance report
listing the total number of parking spaces usedduall events (beach event, conferences, special
events, etc.) which generate 500 cumulative patoomsore at any one time. Thempliance report
shall provide the date, type of event(s) and marinmumber of parking spaces used during the
event(s). One year after the beginning of operati®anning & Development shall provide the
compliance report to the Montecito Planning Comiaisgreview to occur during Planning &
Development Divisional Briefing on Administrativegdnda)Plan Requirements and Timing:

The Miramar Parking Plan shall be reviewed and apgd by P&D and Public Works
Transportation Division prior to approval of folleen Land Use Permits. A review of the parking
operations shall be made by the Montecito Plan@liagimission 12 months after occupancy of the
site in order to determine the adequacy of theipgriagperations under the approved Parking Plan.
If it is determined that the Miramar Parking Plarnadequate to effectively park vehicles attridute
hotel activities, and upon a demonstrated neeedoire additional on-site parking spaces or reduce
the number of patrons attending events, changé® tapproved Development Plan shall be processed
consistent with Section 35-174.%ubstantial Conformity, Amendments and Revislbitss
determined that the valet-only parking approachadequate, such changes may include
implementation of theelf-parking alternative (146 spaces converted fvaiat to self-parking) as
described and shown in sheets A2.01-M and A2.02-khe project plans dated September 8, 2008
(attached to the October 8, 2008 staff report).salf-parking shall be free of charge.
MONITORING : Permit Compliance and Public Works, Roads Divisiaif shall respond to
complaints. P&D shall convey compliance reportgi®oMontecito Planning Commission at the 12
month review and return annually until the MPC deiaes that annual reporting is no longer
necessary.
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15. WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING

IMPACT DISCUSSION

The approved plan had a service commitment fronMibietecito Water District (MWD). The approved
plan also proposed use of an existing on site iwedatisfy the project’s water needs for irrigateord
laundry (total demand of 13.7 acre feet per ye@®@:ND-003 found no significant impacts associatet
water use by the approved plan on groundwater ressu

The currently proposed project also has a commitfioerservice from the Montecito Water District
(certification of water service availability datbthy 10, 2007 and subsequent District Water Seteiter
dated July 29, 2008) which anticipates total wasage by the project at approximately 45 acrepeet
year (AFY) excluding water for landscape irrigatiblo construction or use of a water well would accu
under the proposed project.

The MWD has the ability to serve all its water cunsérs as documented by the General Manager Tom
Mosby for both short and long-term needs (lettéedduly 30, 2008). District water supply is taken
from 5 sources: Cachuma Lake, Jameson Lake, Dotillonel, District groundwater basin, and
District allocation from the State Water Projecthi there is recent concern regarding the Dissrict
water demand and supply imbalance (refer to thegP@oint slides contained in the July 30, 2008 fette
and District Ordinance 89 which contains findindentifying the current imbalance), the District is
committed to serving all its existing customerstdsponse to the current water supply/demand
imbalance, the Montecito Water District Board adtedpprove Ordinance 90 and Resolution 2047
(adopted water rates and service) at their AugdiseQ08 meeting. The Ordinance and Resolution
establish proven conservation efforts in the fofmew classification definitions and a conservatiate
structure which would address the current wateplsugnd demand imbalance by establishing an
increased rate structure for customers using niname their base allotments.

In their letter dated July 29, 2008, the MWD praddhe rationale they used to estimate water usage
from the proposed project at 45 AFY. The Distaldo confirmed that while the base allotment to the
Miramar would be 45 AFY, the Miramar, like any otloeistomer, could use in excess of the base
allotment for an increased cost. In their lettagted July 29, 2008, the Caruso team confirmedthiest
accepted the base allotment and that their projeethowed that the project would use a total & 51
AFY for all hotel needs including landscaping. T®&uso team subsequently provided a second letter
dated August 20, 2008 which further substantidtegtoject’s proposed water demand.

The District’'s commitment to serve on the basis tha Miramar has five existing water meters arahis
existing customer, along with the fact that thertishas adequate resources to serve existingrogss
including excess water available for purchase emtiarket (Tom Mosby, Montecito Water District
Manager, August 6 and August 28, 2008), constititedasis for a determination of no significant
impacts to groundwater. Further, the proposed grejeuld neither result in new significant
environmental effects on groundwater resourcessoibstantial increase in the severity of effeees and
above the approved Schrager plan.
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The project site overlies a perched groundwatde talReports collected over a span of ten years hav
found groundwater levels to be fairly stable atumsifive feet to about plus three feet above mearesel
(msl) Preliminary Geotechnical Repodanuary 4, 2008, Fugro West, Inc., op. cit.apgroximately five

feet above msl (Memorandum, Timothy Nicely, P.@Gted September 17, 2007, incorporated herein by
reference) and at about 10 feet above msl (Hoffh@83). 00-ND-003 found potentially significantan
mitigable impacts associated with flooding andriiige. Focusing on impacts associated with devejopi

in areas of shallow groundwater, mitigation inclddievelopment and implementation of a comprehensive
drainage plan which included dewatering provisidmsng construction and the use of subdrains fgr an
structure that was to be completed at an elevagdow existing ground surface.

The proposed project includes two levels of basémearking under the Ballroom at the lowest portabn
the site with the finish floor elevation for theskeanent of the Ballroom structure planned at 16dbete
msl (Memo on Groundwater, Kenneth Clements, GE 213t€d March 13, 2008, incorporated herein by
reference). In consideration of the required te&t bf overexcavation, soil disturbance during pad
preparation would be at approximately 14 feet alvose This is above the recorded groundwater gevel
on the site. Because this construction would oabowe the existing ground surface, no impacts
associated with dewatering either during consionatir through operation would result. Hence, ingac
associated with the proposed project are lessthuame associated with the approved project. Résxsad

in the unlikely event that groundwater is encowedeaturing construction, previously adopted mitigati
would apply and impacts associated with developnmeateas of shallow groundwater would be reduced
to less than significant resulting in a projecthwib substantial increase in the severity of presho
identified significant effects.

Worst case pile driving of the project would becassted with the oceanfront buildings. Here thtdm

of the piles would be driven to an elevation ofwahminus 20 feet. According to the Fugro repBtirvey

of Small Water Systems Surrounding the Miramar Erylated September 27, 2007, incorporated herein
by reference, the surrounding private wells areegaty drilled to depths of between 88 feet (Liregat

Lane well) and 220 feet (Corral Gardens well) betpaund surface. The aquifer is located at 750® 1
feet below grade and extends to a depth rangimg @0 to 150 feet. Depths to top of the well cgsin
perforations are reportedly between 68 feet anfit80below ground surface. Piles driving wouldnithe
result in pile tip elevations at least 40 feet abthe top of the perforations on the surroundinggpe

wells. As a result, there would be no significampact to the aquifer associated with the project.

The approved project included a preliminary dragplain to convey surface water runoff from the isite
Oak Creek. Flooding impacts associated with anpiaiefailure of the drainage plan were determitete
potentially significant and mitigation requiringview and approval by Flood Control of the finalidegge
plan was incorporated into the project. The predqwoject includes a drainage plan comprising both
surface flow and subsurface drainage infrastru¢hatultimately directs surface water runoff tmtw
discharge points on the site: one at the eastetiofthe property, where drainage would be dickot®
Oak Creek, and the other at an existing 21" regddrconcrete pipe (rcp) under the UPRR tracks (near
the RR crossing) where drainage is directed tb#aeh. According to the Penfield and Smith Prelary
Drainage Report dated December 12, 2007, overatifitrom the site during a 100 year storm event
under the proposed project would be reduced urmipoject conditions due to the fact that the sit
would have a lesser amount of impervious surfaae i the pre-project condition. Runoff directed t
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Oak Creek would be less than under pre projectitond and runoff directed to the beach would be
slightly increased over pre project levels (1.7 during the 100 year storm event. In an emaddiday
30, 2008,Tom Fayram, Deputy Director Public Woilkeg¢d Control) states “Although this results in mor
drainage to this area, the pipe can handle thesflovd since the discharge is to the ocean, themoar
impacts from flooding to other properties”. Asesult the additional flow of 1.75 cfs through tHe &p

to the beach does not constitute a substantiaaserin runoff flows. County Flood Control hasassd
and on a preliminary basis accepted the proposadadye plan. Adopted mitigation would ensure Flood
Control review and approval of a final drainagenplesulting in no substantial increase in the sgvef
impacts over and above those associated with reagd plan.

The approved project maintained the status quonegpect to development in the floodplain: wheezeh
had been an existing building, the approved prajetided demolition of the old and constructioraof
proposed new building. The proposed project howetudes installation of fill materials to suppor
development in the floodplain of Oak Creek such tihere would be a total new displacement of 7ré ac
feet of volume during a 100 year storm event, engab a % inch increase in average flood elevation
the surrounding area. In an email dated Marct2@@8, Tom Fayram confirmed that the floodplain area
on the project site is an extreme “bulb” and “itiugly it is easy to conclude that the “bulb” areaot
effective flow area, meaning the area does notibuté significantly, if at all, to the flood camg
capacity of the system” Mr. Fayram goes on to kafecthat “in practicality, such an increase [oinzh
during severe flood flows] could not even be meadgiven the wave action and turbulence in higbdlo
flows”.

Craig A. Steward, P.E., CFM of Penfield and Smitpared a report entitled Oak Creek Flood Analysis
for Miramar Beach Resort and Bungalows,dated M@r@008 (on file with P&D and available upon
request) analyzing whether the project meets stdrift@dplain safety requirements and also progdin
information regarding potential impacts on adja@md downstream properties. Conclusions of thertep
include:

In the post-project condition, for flows less tl@requal to the 100-year event in Oak Creek, there
will be no increase in flow rateompared to the pre-project condition for adjageaperty due to

the Miramar Project.

In the post-project condition upstream of the UriRawtific Railroad (UPRR), for flows less than or
equal to the 100-year event in Oak Creek, therebeiho change in water surfaedevation
compared to the pre-project condition for adja@eaperty due to the Miramar Project.

In the post-project condition, for flows less tl@requal to the 100-year event in Oak Creek, there
will be no change in flow velocitipr property downstream of the UPRR.

In the post-project condition, for flows less tl@requal to the 100-year event in Oak Creek, there
will not be a significant change in flow velodity property upstream of the UPRR because the
greatest estimated increases in post-project flghacity will be significantly less than the Courgty’
standard protocol rule of thumb which is a de mugmahange of greater than five feet per second.
In the post-project condition the peak flow ratevdstream of the UPRR is estimated to increase
from 3,510 cfs to 3,600 cfs during the most extrestoem conditions equivalent to concurrent 100-
year flooding in Oak Creek and San Ysidro Creeke fiesulting maximum increase in average
flood depth in this area would be about % of ah.ingn increase in flood elevation of % of an inch
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is not measureable and hence impacts associatetheiproposed project would not constitute a
substantial increase in severity over impacts assatwith the approved project.

This Penfield and Smith report has been reviewe@daynty Flood Control and accepted as adequate (Tom
Fayram, March 14, 2008) both in respect to its @g@n and its conclusions. In sum, impacts assatiat

with proposed project development in the floodplaould be less than significant consistent with actg
identified in association with the approved progeatl would not be substantially more severe thaseth
previously assessed.

The approved plan proposed no changes to therexstawall and boardwalk. The proposed project
would repair the existing seawall and boardwalgiin. The seawall and boardwalk have been efieativ
protecting the Oceanfront buildings to date and tleenforcement would only perpetuate the adequate
protection they afford. As a result, restoratibthe seawall contemplated under the proposedgiroje
would result in no new significant effects over atbve those identified in the ND for the approved
project.

The approved project included restoration of theaadront units on the project site. Because thvaseno
change from the then baseline, 00-ND-003 did rsxtudis the issue of wave action overtopping the
bulkhead. The proposed plan however, includes tigomoand reconstruction of the oceanfront units.
The applicant submitted a “Wave Runup & CoastalafdAnalysis, Miramar Hotel and Bungalows Site,
Montecito, Santa Barbara County” November 2007GbgSoils Inc. and updated March 13, 2008
(GeoSoils 2008). That study indicates the finistear elevation of Oceanfront building 03, whigh i
located to the east of the existing seawall anéhidednbulkhead, would be set at two feet above the
adjacent grade to elevation +19.1 feet. The WawauR and Coastal Hazard Study calculates the 180 Ye
recurrence interval wave overtopping to conseredtitse 1.5 feet of water at the bulkhead, noteat th
building; the study assumes that the lawn aredsliggipate the water efficiently enough to redang
impacts associated with wave run up to less thgmfgiant. Because there is some potential forane
coincidence of very high tides and high waves @gging the bulkhead reaching the finished floor
elevation of the building, the project would inatuiibor shields, which while not required by FENgke
considered a best management practice. Therafgracts from wave action on Oceanfront buildings
would remain not significant.

Finally, the proposed project includes Best ManagggrRractices designed to fulfill the storm water
quality mandates of the NPDES General Permit far pgjects in Santa Barbara County. This general
permit was not in effect at the time the approviash pvas assessed.

Proposed project elements designed to address NR2BE&ates include the significant use of covered
underground parking, landscape areas, micro deteatd infiltration prior to entry into storm drajn
appropriate design of maintenance bays and dockisha use of covered and controlled trash enagsur
Treatment for storm water runoff from vehiculard@arfaces includes a combination of bioretention,
infiltration, and/or cartridge-type water qualityets. Methods to be employed to obviate contanonaf
groundwater from application of chemicals duringdscape maintenance include natural fertilization
methods, controlled irrigation and water qualitpttol. The Water Agency has preliminarily approved
these proposed project components and with thenXgency's continued oversight and the standard
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required submittal of a storm water pollution prei@n plan (SWPPP), water quality impacts assodiate
with the project would be less than significant.

Short term impacts to water quality associated wathstruction are mitigated to less than signifidavels
by the imposition of standard mitigations.

MITIGATION MEASURES ANDRESIDUAL IMPACTS

The mitigation measures contained in the Water &ess/Flooding section of 00-ND-003 would be
adequate to mitigate potentially significant watsource and flooding impacts associated with the
proposed project. In addition, the following métgn measures are recommended to implement current
county standards to further minimize impacts asdediwith water quality. As with the approved plan,
the proposed project’s residual impact and contioibuo cumulative impacts would be less than
significant.

1 Pursuant to County Ordinance 383Be lowest finish floor elevation of all new strugts,
inhabitable spaceshall be at least two (2) feet above the 100-yedemsurface elevatioflan
Requirements: Graded pads with slab on grade foundatisimsll be at least 1.5 feet above the
100-year water surface elevation, with finish fldbfeet above the 100-year elevation. Finish
floor elevations may be increased if deemed necgdsathe Flood Control Engineer. Finish
floor elevations shall be higher than overland pscaf adjacent streets, bridges and other
obstructions.Timing:  Building plans shall be reviewed and approvedR&D and Flood
Control prior to issuance of follow-on Land Use 1iAgs.

MONITORING : Building inspectors shall site inspect during stonction

2 The applicant shall submit proof of exemptiora@opy of the Notice of Intent to obtain
coverage under the Construction General PermhefNational Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System issued by the California Regional Water Qu@lontrol Board Plan Requirements and
Timing: Prior to issuance of Coastal Development Permésafiplicant shall submit proof of
exemption or a copy of the Notice of Intent andigh@vide a copy of the required Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to P&D. A copyhed SWPPP must be maintained on the
project site during grading and construction atiégi

MONITORING P&D shall review the documentation prior to igst@of Coastal Development
Permits. P&D shall site inspect during construcfimncompliance with the SWPPP.

3 The following measures and requirements shalhto@porated into the project Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP sgi@lporate all feasible Best Management
Practices (BMPs) to reduce erosion from constracictivities, to prevent sediment in storm
water discharges, and to minimize non-storm watdugants at the project site to the maximum
extent possible.

a) The SWPPP shall include spill containment measamescommunications and shall
restrict road paving to dry weather.



Attachment B, 15164 letter

September 25,

Page 56 of 68

b)

d)

f)

2008

Temporary stockpiles at the project site shall lmtgeted from erosion by the combined
use of surface stabilization, upslope runoff diiars, temporary berms around the
perimeter, perimeter interceptor ditches, and tearyalownstream catchments, as
necessary and appropriate. Stockpiles that aremrésiring the winter season
(designated the following period for this projedbvember 1 to April 1) shall be
protected from erosion due to direct precipitanomunoff during the winter by the use of
surface stabilization (such as erosion control ket or temporary seed cover) and
perimeter berms and catchments.

BMPs to prevent discharge of construction mater@sataminants, washings, concrete,
asphalt, fuels, and oils shall include the follogvmeasures:

I. All fuel, lubricants, paints and other constrantliquids shall be placed in secured and
covered containers within a bermed or otherwis¢atoad area at least 200 feet from the
creek.

ii. Refueling shall only occur in bermed areas viitipermeable surfaces at least 200 feet
from the creek or ocean.

lii. Implement measures and provide materials tot@o any accidental spills or leakage
during the fueling of construction equipment at site.

Iv. Equipment washing and major maintenance aptbgct site, except for washdown of
vehicles to remove dirt, shall be prohibited.

v. Ensure that all construction vehicles and eqeipinthat enter the construction and
grading areas are properly maintained (off-sitg)revent leaks of fuel, oil and other
vehicle fluids

vi. All refuse and construction debris shall be osed from the site as soon as possible.

Two weeks or more prior to the beginning of wheter season (designated November 1
for this project) erosion control BMPs shall betatied at the site in anticipation of rain
events. Due to the extensive area and volume grduted at the project site and the
proximity of the creek, erosion control measureaishclude more than the placement of
silt fences. Additional controls shall include atlBMPs that are equally or more
effective, and that provide redundancy, such apteary grass cover, interceptor ditches,
coconut fiber rolls, erosion control mats, and terapy catchment basins.

All entrances/exits to the construction sitdldtastabilized (e.g. using rumble plates,
gravel beds or other best available technologygdiuce transport of sediment off site.
Any sediment or other materials tracked off sitallshe removed the same day as they
are tracked using dry cleaning methods.

All storm drain or other drainage inlets sHadl protected from sediment-laden waters by
the use of inlet protection devices such as graaglbarriers, filter fabric fences, block
and gravel filters, and excavated inlet sedimeagdr
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g) Sediment control measures shall be maintainethé&duration of the project and until
graded areas have been stabilized by structumg;téym erosion control measures or
vegetation.

Plan Requirements and Timing:These measures shall be included in the requVMéB~P. P&D and

the Water Agency shall ensure that the SWPPP gunthese measures. This condition shall be shown
on all project plans prior to issuance of CoastVv@&opment Permit, and shall be included in all
specifications and bid packages for the projectrach Monitoring: P&D staff shall check plans prior to
issuance of the follow-on Coastal Development Perifine applicant shall provide a copy of the draft
and final SWPPP after their preparation and poantplementation of any project activities.
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT FINDINGS

It is the finding of the Planning and Developmemip@rtment that the previous environmental document
as herein amended may be used to fulfill the enwental review requirements of the current project,
except for an evaluation of impacts on historiotgses. Because the current project meets the
conditions for the application of State CEQA Guide$ Section 15164, preparation of a new EIR or
Negative Declaration is not required for the isatems discussed above.

Discretionary processing of the Miramar Beach Remod Bungalows Project and case nos. 07RVP-
00000-00009, 07CUP-00000-00045, 07CUP-00000-000A61UP-00000-00047, and 08CUP-00000-
00005 may now proceed with the understanding tmasabstantial changes in the proposal may be
subject to further environmental review.
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1999 Updated Traffic and Parking Analysis for the Mirankéotel Remodel Project, Santa
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Dudek
2008aAir Quality Impact Analysis, Miramar Hotel and Bualgws Project Prepared for Caruso
BSC Miramar, LLC. March 11.

2008bResults of Presence/Absence Surveys for the Moartarfly(Danaus plexippusMiramar
Hotel Redevelopment Site, County of Santa Barligaéifornia. Prepared for Caruso BSC
Miramar, LLC. January 16.

Fugro
2007aAddendum to Project Memorandum, Miramar Hotel anddgalows Project, 1555 South
Jameson Lane, Montecito, Californi@repared for Caruso BSC Miramar, LLC. November
9.

2007bProposed Irrigation Water Well, The Miramar HoteldhBungalows, Montecito, California
Prepared for Caruso BSC Miramar, LLC. August 1.

2007cGroundwater Sample ResultBrepared for Caruso BSC Miramar, LLC. Septemi@er
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2008 Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Miramar Hotel aBdngalows Project, 1555 South
Jameson Lane, Montecito, Californi®@repared for Caruso BSC Miramar, LLC. January 4

GeoSaoils, Inc.
2008 Response to County of Santa BarbataReview Comment Regarding “Wave Runup &
Coastal Hazard Analysis, Miramar Hotel and Bungatd®ite, Montecito, Santa Barbara
County Prepared for Caruso BSC Miramar, LLC. March 13.
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ATTACHMENT 1

PHOTOGRAPHS OF STORY POLES — DECEMBER 2007
(PRE-MONTECITO MONTECITO PLANNING COMMISSION HEARIN  GS, 2008)

Photograph 1. Proposed Ballroom and Main Buildoaking southwest from South Jameson Lane.
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Photograph 2. Proposed Ballroom and Main Buildaaking southeast from South Jameson Lane.
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Photograph 3. Proposed Lanai L9 Building and $p&ihg southeast from South Jameson Lane.
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Photograph 4. Closeup of proposed Ballroom Bugdooking southeast from South Jameson Lane.
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Photograph 5. Closeup of proposed Ballroom Bugdooking south from South Jameson Lane.



Attachment B, 15164 letter
September 25, 2008
Page 65 of 68

Photograph 6. Closeup of proposed Ballroom Bugdooking north from the railroad tracks.
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Photograph 7. Closeup of proposed Main Buildirgkiog southwest from South Jameson Lane.
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Photograph 8. Closeup of part of the proposed Naiiding looking north from the railroad tracks.
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Photograph 9. Proposed Oceanfront Buildings lapkiorthwest from the beach.



